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SENATE-Friday, November 9, 1979 
November 9, 1979 

<Legislative day of Monday, November 5, 1979) 

The Senate met at 10 a.m., on the ex
piration of the recess, and was called to 
order by Hon. WALTER D. HUDDLESTON, a 
Senator from the State of Kentucky. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward 

L. R. Elson, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Let us pray. 
Almighty God, before whom the na

tions rise and pass away, in this time of 
trouble suffer not our trust in Thee to 
fail. We thank Thee for this good land 
which Thou hast given us, for its lumi
nous past, its challenging present, and 
its promising future. We thank Thee for 
the hero's valor, the patriot's devotion, 
the prophet's voice, and the toil and pain 
by which we have become great and good 
and strong. As on Veterans Day we 
gratefully remember those who have 
spent themselves in defense of the Na
tion, we pray for our fellow countrymen 
now in bondage to demonic powers 
abroad. Surround them with Thy love, 
assure them of our care, protect them 
from harm. Guide our leaders in the 
fragile quest for deliverance, freedom, 
and peace. 

Be with us as we work. And may the 
light of God surround us, the love of 
God enfold us, the power of God protect 
us, and the presence of God watch 

· over us. Amen. 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING PRESI
DENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will please read a communication to the 
Senate from the President pro tempore 
(Mr. MAGNUSON). 

The legislative clerk read the following 
letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PR.O TEMPORE, 

Washington, D.C., November 9, 1979. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable WALTER. D . HUDDLE
STON, a Senator from the State of Kentucky, 
to perform the duties of the Chair. 

WAR.REN G . MAGNUSON, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON thereupon as
sumed the chair as Acting President pro 
tempore. 

THE JOURNAL 

Mr. I:t()BERT c. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Jour
nal of the proceedings be aipproved to 
date. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR RECESS TODAY UNTIL 
10 A.M. TOMORROW 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
just as a precaution and with no sugges
tion that the Senate will be in tomor
row-I have every reason to believe that 
the Senate will complete action of the 
DOD appropriations bill today-I have 
no doubt of that. Of course, I do not need 
unanimous consent. A motion to come 
in tomorrow and go out today at acer
tain time can be made and it is not 
debatable. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Will the Senator use 
the microphone, please? I cannot hear 
him. 

Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. Oh, yes, of 
course. I ask unanimous consent that 
when the Senate completes its business 
today, it stand in recess until the hour 
of 10 o'clock tomorrow morning. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

'l'he ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Under the previous order, the ma
jority leader is recognized for not to ex
ceed 3 minutes. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I yield my 3 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the distin
guished majority leader. 

THE GENOCIDE CONVENTION: CON
TINUING THE TRADITION OF THE 
DECLARATION OF INDEPENDENCE 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, our 

Declaration of Independence states-
Tha.t all Men a.re created equal, that they 

are ~ndowed by their Crea.tor with certain 
unalienable Rights, that among these are 
Life, Liberty, and the Pursuit of Happiness. 

Based upon this sacred pledge, our 
Nation has struggled to uphold and fur
ther the cause of individual and human 
rights. Except for a few notable excep
tions, our Nation can be proud of our rec
ord in this regard. 

We believe our Nation to be a true 
leader in the area of human rights. In or
der to retain this position, we must speak 
out. We must be 'in the forefront of the 
human rights movement. Only by con
tinuous action will we have the leverage 
to help further human rights throughout 
the world. 

Ratifying the Genocide Convention 
will help us maintain our recognized 
leadership in the field of human rights. 
By ratifying this treaty we will remove a 
blemish on our Nation's human rigiht.s 
record. 

Clearly, ratification of the treaty will 
give the United States more leverage in 

dealing with foreign countr'ies who may 
be violating basic human rights. Eighty
three countries have already ratified the 
treaty. We must join those who have 
made a solemn commitment to deal with 
the terrible violation of human r'ights 
known as genocide. By doing so we will be 
joining the governments representing the 
overwhelming majority of the world's 
people. 

Every major nation in the world has 
ratified the Genocide Convention, except 
the Un'i.ted States. Every President has 
pleaded with us to ratify it. Every Secre
tary of State, every Attorney General, 
every religious group in the country of 
any significance has supported the rati
fication of the treaty. Only the Senate 
stands in the way. 

In ratification, we are keeping with our 
own rich tradition of protecting human 
and individual rights which has its roots 
in the Declaration of Independence. 

Mr. President, on these grounds I urge 
my colleagues to join me in asking for 
ratification of this treaty. 

Again, I thank the majority leader and 
yield the fioor. 

CHRYSLER AID 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, last week the Treasury an
nounced a proposal to help Chrysler 
avoid bankruptcy. The plan would offer 
the company a Federal guarantee of up 
to $1.5 billion if it can independently 
raise an additional $1.5 billion. 

I have been observing the evolution 
of this issue for some time. On Septem
ber 6, in remarks on the Senate fioor, I 
suggested that Chrysler must exhaust 
all self-help possibilities before the Gov
ernment could properly offer assistance. 
I am pleased that the Treasury's pro
posal does require the company to raise 
additional unguaranteed capital. 

However, in that same address and 
on many occasions subsequently, I have 
recommended that any Federal aid to 
Chrysler be linked to a transfer of a 
significant amount of Chrysler stock to 
its employees. 

Unfortunately, the Treasury failed to 
recognize the boon to Chrysler's pro
ductivity which could result from such 
an approach. An employee stock owner
ship plan, such as that included in Sen
ator RIEGLE's bill, would result in Chrys
ler's receiving the same amount of cash 
just as quickly as it would without the 
ESOP. In addition, by creating a trust 
to acquire shares for the workers, Chrys
ler's work force would be offered a tan
gible financial incentive to make the 

• This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the 1loor. 
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sacrifices which the Treasury plan will 
require. 

There is wide support in the Senate 
for sharing ownership of Chrysler with 
its employees. 

It is my understanding that the 
Treasury was concerned that including 
an ESOP in its plan could result in a 
delay in the legislative process. Because 
of the support for an ESOP in the Sen
ate, my reading of the situation and my 
advice to the Treasury was that inclu
sion of an ESOP approach may have 
expedited the legislative process. 

This is an important piece of legis
lation. I have stated that the Senate 
could find time to consider it if the 
Banking Committee reports a bill. But 
this legislation needs a broad base of 
support in order to get out of commit
tee and to merit consideration late in 
an already busy session. 

I believe that the ESOP plan, as con
tained in Senator RIEGLE's bill, could 
help generate the level of support which 
would invite Senate consideration. 

Requiring Chrysler to provide its em
ployees with approximately one-third of 
its voting stock has another important 
benefit. This "bitter medicine" will in.: 
sure that assisting Chrysler will not in
vite a rash of appeals from other com
panies for Government financial aid. 
Diluting existing shareholders' owner
ship, together with the inevitable elec
tion of employee representatives to the 
board of directors, will discourage all 
but the most desparate companies from 
approaching the Government for help. 
I believe that such a disincentive must 
be built into any acceptable Chrysler aid 
legislation. 

Mr. President, I am informed that in 
its negotiations with Chrysler the United 
Auto Workers Union has agreed to forgo 
or defer wages, benefits, and pension con
tributions in the range of $400 million. 
This flexibility is essential for the com
pany's survival. If other parties with an 
interest in the company's survival dem
onstrate similar cooperation, and if 
Chrysler's management is willing to dis
pose of or refinance some of the com
pany's assets, Chrysler should be able to 
meet the Treasury's goal of raising $1.5 
billion in additional nonguaranteed 
capital. 

There are significant potential costs 
to the Government if Chrysler fails. 
Through guarantees of the company's 
pension funds alone, the Federal Govern
ment could lose up to $750 to $900 mil
lion. If we can avoid the costs to the 
Government and the dislocations to the 
economy of a Chrysler failure, we will 
serve the Nation well by considering all 
the possible options for Federal financial 
aid. I believe the most attractive option 
is one which incorporates an ESOP, of
fers an &dequate guarantee level to see 
the company through its difficult times, 
and requires maximum self-help. 

I will be watching the Banking Com
mittee's progress on this issue with con
tinued interest and will be reserving my 
final judgment on aid to Chrysler until 
the hearing record is complete. My final 
decision will be strongly influenced by 

the structure of the plan which is ulti- job yet in keeping us informed as to the 
mately reported by the Banking developments in Iran. Thanks to the ma
Committee. • jority leader's intervention, we have had 

SOVIET EXIT VISAS 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

Soviet officials have indicated to me that 
exit visas have been granted to: 

Mr. Jan Kargol and family, and 
Mr. John Kachurak and family. 
I had asked Soviet officials to give com

passionate consideration to these and 
other cases. I had first raised this matter 
with President Brezhnev when I met with 
him in the Soviet Union in July. 

I have been informed by the Soviets 
that certain other cases I have raised 
remain under active consideration. 

Mr. Kargol and Mr. Kachurak repre
sent long-standing hardship cases. Both 
were born in the United States and have 
been "dual citizens." They and their fam
ilies have long sought to come to the 
United States and be reunited with rela
tives here. They have been attempting to 
obtain exit visas for many years. Mr. 
Kargol first applied to leave the Soviet 
Union in 1939. The U.S. Embassy made 
its first representations on Mr. Kargol's 
behalf in 1947. Mr. Kachurak and his 
family have been trying to obtain Soviet 
exit visas to the United States since 
1964 to reunite with his mother in 
Philadelphia. 

I welcome these actions by the Soviet 
Government, which obviously have great 
meaning for the individuals and families 
involved, but which also constitute a con
structive contribution to United States
Soviet relations. 

I believe that progress in resolving 
other cases I have raised with the So
viets-on humanitarian grounds-would 
be helpful to the general atmosphere of 
United States-Soviet relations. 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MINORITY LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Under the previous order, the act
ing minority leader is recognized for not 
to exceed 3 minutes. 

CONCERN FOR THE HOSTAGES IN 
IRAN 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, in the 
middle of the night last evening, I was 
called by one of my very best friends, 
upon whom I rely heavily for advice. It 
is hard to take advice in the middle of 
the night from anybody, even a friend. 
But he said "Ted, there is only one thing 
I hope you are keeping in mind through
out this Iranian crisis and that is the 
safety of the American people who are in 
custody there." 

Many of us have been asked for com
ments and suggestions as to what we 
would do under the circumstances. My 
best advice to the Members of the Sen
ate on my side of the aisle and, to all 
Members of the Senate for that matter, 
is that we keep our ideas to ourselves 
during this most critical time. 

The administration has done its best 

full-scale briefings from the Vice Presi
dent and the secretary of State. It is my 
understanding that there will be a simi
lar meeting today and it is apparent to 
me that every American's first concern 
ought to be the same as that of my late 
night caller and friend who asked: "How 
are we going to assure the safety and the 
return to freedom of our Americans who 
are held in custody?" 

I think the Senate has to understand 
that if we are to assume the full powers 
that we have under our Constitution, 
such as the right to advise and consent to 
foreign treaties or agreements, then we 
should, in turn, allow those who have 
their own constitutional authority to con
duct foreign affairs to do so without our 
interfering in their prerogative by mak
ing statements that might prove harmful 
at such a time of very serious crisis. 

Having said that, Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD at this point an editorial from 
this morning's New York Times. I think 
it goes a little further than I would, but 
nevertheless it is consistent with my view 
that the first goal for all Americans 
should be to pray for the early return to 
freedom of our fellow citizens who went 
to Iran to conduct the business of this 
country. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE STAKES IN IRAN 

There have been good reasons for responsi
ble Americans to hold their tongues about 
the outrage in Iran this week. No one, plainly, 
has a. really good plan to assure the rescue 
of the 60 hostages and other vulnerable Amer
icans in that disintegrating society. John 
Connally was quick to cast blame; he seems 
to believe it is sinful only to appease a. foreign 
crowd. But given the widespread frustration 
of Americans, the wonder is that so many 
political figures have understood the predica
ment of the President-and of the hosta.ges
a.nd taken care not to goad the nation into 
frenzied action. 

The off-stage whispering, however, seems 
to dwell on two extreme responses: get rid 
of the Shah or call out the ca.vs.fry. They de
serve some ventilation before glib conclusions 
gain public favor. 

Whatever one's view of the Shah, he was 
admitted to the United States, rightly or 
wrongly, because he wa.s sick and powerless. 
Ira.n's student warriors may not know that, 
but Ayatollah Khomeini does. He knows that 
Washington tried to appease him by discour
aging the Shah from settling here in the 
first place. The Ayatollah also knows that the 
Carter Administration gave him military a.id 
to crush various rebels a.nd encouraged 
American business to help rebuild his econ
omy. If a.ll that wa.s not enough to preserve 
an elementary diplomatic civility, it ca.n only 
b9 because the Ayatollah needed this contest 
of wm. The suspicion grows that to salvage 
his power in the streets of Tehera.n, he found 
it necessary to reopen a. unifying battle 
against the Shah a.nd America.. No shameful 
ransom wm dissolve such calculated hostility. 

Some may think the Shah is not worth 
the risk to 60 American lives. But if they do 
not see dishonor in trading him, they need 
a.t least to recognize that paying blackmail 
to a. government that kidnaps diplomats can 
only invite further humiliations, and not 
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only by Iran. Above all they need to under
stand that bargaining a.way the rights of 
immunity and sanctuary that have been 
violated a.t the Tehera.n embassy would de
stroy the rules that even warring nations 
normally observe to protect human life and 
communication the world over. That ca.use 
far transcends the Shah. 

So why not send the troops and get it 
over with? It may come to that if the hos
tages a.re harmed. But Tehera.n ls not En
tebbe airport; a huge force would be needed 
to seize the hostages and protect their evacu
ation. The casualties would be great, espe
cially among those being saved. And hun
dreds of other Americans in Iran would 
suffer the vengeance of the mob. 

Moreover, a. temporary invasion could well 
rescue the Ayatollah from the collapse his 
policies have brought near. AB Steven Erlan
ger wrote in The New Republic before the 
embassy was seized, the embattled priest has 
managed to excommunicate nearly all of the 
forces of the middle class, the left and the 
military that united to topple the Sha.h
leavlng only the priests and the formidable 
but incoherent mass of the poor. "And they 
a.re hardly enough to preserve anything but 
a. prolonged anarchy." That ls why Khomeini 
has been inventing plots and American devils. 

Delay, then, ls a. prudent course if it can 
be used to obtain the release of the captives 
without revivifying the Aya.tolla.h's gasping 
regime. But that delay and those efforts 
should not be allowed to confuse the other 
interests that the United States ls deter
mined to protect. The Iranian authorities 
should ha. ve been on clearer notice all week 
that they will be deemed responsible for the 
fate of all Americans in their country. And 
the world needs to understand that American 
and other emissaries wlll discuss, but not 
ba.re;a.ln for, the release of the hostages. 

If the Palestine Liberation Organization 
for example, wants to improve its reputation 
among Americans by arranging a.n eva.cua.
tlon, that ls one thing. But if the P.L.O. were 
to replace the Ayatollah a.s ransom collector 
by demanding otnclal recognition in exchange 
for its help, that ls quite another matter. 

Even this much speculation can cause 
damage in such a vole.tile situation. But 
this episode promises to trigger a. heated de
bate a.bout America. 's standing in the world. 
The nation's purpose ought to be clear even 
before it knows whether its tactics were right. 

Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. Will the Sen
ator yield to me? 

Mr. STEVENS. I do yield. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I share the sentiment that has been ex
pressed by the acting Republican leader. 
Now is the time for restraint, not 
rhetoric. It is time for diplomacy. It 
is the time for cool heads, because the 
lives of at least 60 Americans are in great 
jeopardy at this moment. 

I compliment my colleagues for the re
straint that they have all demonstrated. 
We all know the feeling of our people and 
we share their feeling, but now is the 
time to let diplomacy work in this very 
delicate, very sensitive situation. 

I also commend the press for the re
straint that has been shown by the press. 

I thank the Senator. 
Mr. STEVENS. I thank the majority 

leader for yielding me that time. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. ·Mr. President, 

will the Senator yield? 
Mr. STEVENS. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that I may yield 
5 minutes to the distinguished acting 
Republican leader. I think he is going to 
need it to yield to someone. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. I yield such time as I 
have remaining to the Senator from Min
nesota <Mr. DuRENBERGER) to be used fol
lowing the special orders, if I may do so. 
I ask unanimous consent that I may do 
that. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Minnesota is recog
nized. 

Mr. STEVENS. It will be to follow those 
Members who come to the floor to express 
sentiments under special orders. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it--

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, it is n·ot 
my desire to do that. The Senator from 
Iowa is here. I ask unanimous consent to 
yield to the Senator from Minnesota to 
follow the Senator from Iowa. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Under the previous order, the Senator 
from Iowa <Mr. JEPSEN) is recognized 
for not to exceed 15 minutes. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Will the Sen
ator yield for just a request? 

Mr. JEPSEN. I yield. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

do I have 10 minutes remaining? 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I yield 9 minutes to Mr. RIEGLE if he 
needs it and the additional minute to 
Mr. JEPSEN. 

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, the S.en
ator from Iowa yields to the distin
guished Senator from Minnesota (Mr. 
DURENBERGER). 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
I thank the distinguished Senator from 
Iowa for yielding. 

COMPETITION AND HEALTH CARE 
Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 

last week I introduced the revised ver
sion of the Health Incentives Reform 
Act, S. 1968. The bill was not printed in 
the RECORD. I ask unanimous consent 
that S. 1968 be printed in the RECORD 
at this time, together with two articles 
which describe the need for a return to 
competition in health care. 

There being no objection, the ma
terial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 1968 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

SHORT TITLE 
SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the 

"Health Incentives Reform Act of 1979" 
STANDARDS FOR HEALTH BENEFIT PLANS 

PROVIDED BY EMPLOYERS 
SEc. 2. (a.) Pa.rt II of subcha.pter B of chap

ter 1 of subtitle A of the Internal Revenue 
Code or 1954 (relating to items specifically 

included in gross income) is a.mended by 
adding a.t the end thereof the following 
new section: 
"Sec. 86. Employer contributions to health 

benefit plans. 
"{a.) IN GENERAL.-
"(l) EXCESS CONTRIBUTIONs.-Notwlth

sta.ndlng section 106, any contribution to or 
on behalf of a taxpayer by his employer to 
a. health benefit plan, or dental benefit plan, 
or both, for any month shall be included in 
such taxpayer's gross income to the extent 
that such contribution a.mount exceeds the 
limitation on contribution under subsection 
(e) for that month with respect to such 
ta.xpa.yer. 

"(2) NON-QUALIFIED CONTRIBUTIONS.-Not
withsta.nding section 106, any contribution 
to or on behalf of a. taxpayer by his employer 
to a. health benefit plan for any month 
shall be included in such taxpayer's gross 
income if such employer falls to comply 
during that month with any requirement of 
this section (to the extent that such re
quirement applies to that employer). 

"(b) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this 
sectlon-

"(l) The term 'health benefit plan' means 
a. separate plan of a.n employer, or a. plan to 
which such employer contributes, for the 
benefit of his employees or their spouses or 
dependents to provide such employees, 
spouses, or dependents with specified hospi
tal or medical services, through prepayment 
of fees, direct provision of services, pay
ment of insurance premiums, or reimburse
ment for expenses incurred. For purposes 
of this section, plans described in this para
graph provided by a.n employer to two or 
more distinct categories of employees, which 
have different employer contribution 
a.mounts, shall be considered to be separate 
health benefit plans if the distinct cate
gories of employees a.re reasonably differen
tiated for purposes of determining fringe 
benefits on a. basis other than their choice 
of, or pa.rticlpa.tion, in a. health benefit plan 
or option thereof. 

"(2) The term 'carrier' means a.n organi
zation (including a. self-insured organiza
tion or a. multiemployer group) which-

"(A) ls lawfully engaged in providing, pay
ing for, or reimbursing the cost of, health 
services under group insurance policies or 
contracts, medical or hospital service agree
ments, membership or subscription con
tracts, or similar arrangements; a.nd 

"{B) offers a.t lea.st one health benefit plan 
(or option thereof) meeting the standards 
of subsections (h) a.nd (1) which lndlvldua.ls 
entitled to conversion rights under subsec
tion {f) or {g) ma.y purchase, in accordance 
with the provisions of subsection (f) or (g) 
at a reasonable premium rate (a.s determined 
by the appropriate State ~agency in accord
ance with standards presc ed by the Sec
retary, which standards shall nsure that the 
rate ls reasonable on the be.sis of the costs 
involved in providing such coverage). 

" ( C) MULTIPLE CHOICE OF PLAN 0PTIONS.
" { l) Any employer having a. tote.I of more 

than 100 employees covered under a.ny hes.Ith 
~enefit plan offered by such employer a.t a.ny 
time during a. calendar year must provide 
that such plan offers a.t lea.st three options 
for coverage under such plan, ea.ch of which 
meets the requirements of subsections (f) 
{g), {h), a.nd (1), and ea.ch of which u; 
offered by a. separate carrier. 

"{2) For purposes of determining whether 
a.n option ls offered by a. separate carrier-

" (A) a.ny carriers which a.re component 
members of a. controlled group of corpora
tions (a.s determined under section 1563) 
shall be considered to be a single carrier; and 

" (B) a.ny carriers which a.re under common 
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control (as determined under section 414(c)) 
shall be considered to be a. single carrier. 

" ( 3) For purposes of" determining whether 
a.n employer ha.s more than 100 employees 
covered under a. plan-

" (A) all employees of all corporations 
which a.re members of a. controlled group of 
corporations ( a.s determined under section 
1563) shall be treated a.s employed by a. 
single employer; 

"(B) a.11 employees of tre.des or businesses 
which a.re under common control ( a.s deter
mined under section 414(c)) shall be treated 
a.s employed by a. single employer; and 

"(C) in the case of a. plan offered by a. 
multi-employer group, ea.ch employer of em
ployees covered under the plan shaJl be con
sidered to have more than 100 covered em
ployees if the total number of covered em
ployees of a.ll member employers exceeds 
100. 

" ( 4) For purposes of this subsection, the 
three option requirement applies to ea.ch type 
of benefit required under subsections (h) 
a.nd (i), a.nd more than one carrier may be 
used under ea.ch option, provided that there 
a.re a.t lea.st three options a.va.ila.ble (by three 
separate carriers) for ea.ch such type of re
quired benefit. The requirements of this sub
section shall not apply to benefits offered 
under a. plan which a.re not such required 
benefits. 

"(d) EQUAL CONTRIBUTION REQUIRE
MENTS.-

"(1) With respect to a.ny employer offering 
more than one coverage option under a. 
health benefit plan, the a.mount of such 
employer's contribution shall not depend 
upon which such option a.n employee 
chooses. 

"(2) If the contribution a.mount selected 
by such employer is in excess of the total 
cost of a.ny option offered, the employer shall 
contribute, to a.ny employee choosing such 
option, a.n a.mount equal to the difference 
between the employer contribution a.mount 
and the total cost of the option chosen by 
that employee. Such contribution ma.y be in 
ca.sh or in a.ny other form of compensation 
or benefit, but ea.ch such employee shall 
have the option of receiving such contribu
tion in ca.sh. 

" ( 3) For the purposes of this section a.nd 
section 125 (relating to cafeteria. plans)-

" (A) a. contribution required by this sub
section which consists of additional health 
benefits shall be treated a.s a separate health 
benefit plan option; and 

"(B) a contribution required by this sub
section which consists of any type of benefit 
other than cash or health benefits shall be 
subject to the provisions of section 125. 

"(4) No contribution shall be required 
under this subsection in the case of an em
ployee who chooses not to participate in any 
option offered under a. health benefit plan. 

"(e) LIMITATION ON AMOUNT OF EMPLOYER 
CoNTRmUTION.-

.. ( 1) For purposes of this section, the limi
tation on employer contribution to a. health 
benefit plan, or to a dental benefit plan, or 
both, with respect to each month shall be 
an a.mount equal to the indexed contribution 
amount in effect for such month as deter
mined under paragraph (2). 

"(2) The indexed contribution a.mount for 
ea.ch month in a calendar year shall be a.n 
a.mount equal to the indexed contribution 
amount in effect for the preceding calendar 
year, increased or decreased ( a.s the case may 
be) by the percentage increase or decrease in 
the medical care component of the Con
sumer Price Index for the third quarter of 
the preceding calendar year, as compared to 
such component for the third quarter of the 
second preceding calendar year. 

"(3) For months in the calendar year 
1980, the indexed contribution a.mount shall 
be-

"(A) $50.00 with respect to coverage pro
vided for the employee only; 

"(B) $100.00 with respect to coverage pro
vided for the employee and his spouse; and 

" ( C) $125.00 with respect to coverage pro
vided for a family group consisting of the 
employee and his famlly (other than cover
age described in subparagraph (B)). 

" ( 4) The Secretary shall by regulation es
tablish methods for determining the a.mount 
of the employer contribution to or on be
half of ea.ch employee in the case of a. self
insured employer. 

.. (f) CONTINUITY OF COVERAGE.-In order to 
be a qualified contribution under subsection 
(a) (2), the employer contribution must be 
for a plan (or option thereof) that pro
vides-

"(l) continued group coverage under such 
plan or option in the event of the death, 
separation from employment, or divorce, of 
the employee, for a. period of 30 days follow
ing such event, for any individual who had 
such coverage at the time of such event 
(and the plan shall provide that such em
ployer shall continue his contribution dur
ing such period); 

"(2) continued group coverage under such 
plan or option for a.n additional period of 
180 days after the 30-da.y period referred to 
in paragraph (1) for any individual referred 
to in para.graph ( 1) upon payment of a pre
mium not to exceed the applicable group pre
mium rate for such period (and such pay
ment may be made through the employer); 
a.nd 

" ( 3) for the right of a.ny individual re
ferred to in paragraph (1) to convert, dur
ing the 180-day period described in para
graph (2), to an individual health benefit 
plan or option that meets the requirements 
of subsections (h) and (i), without regard 
to prior medical condition or proof of insur
abil1ty. 

"(g) COVERAGE FOR FAMILY OF EMPLOYEE.
" ( 1) In order to be a. qua.lifted contribution 

under subsection (a) (2), the employer con
tribution must be for a. plan (or option 
thereof) tha.t-

"(A) allows each employee choosing such 
plan or option to purchase coverage under 
such group plan or option, for so long as 
such employee maintains coverage for him
self, for his spouse and a.ny of his qualified 
children; 

"(B) allows a.ny such qualified child oov
ered under the plan or option the right to 
convert, during the period of 180 days follow
ing the date on which he ceases to be a. quali
fied child of the covered employee, to an 
individual plan or option that meets the 
requirements of subsections th) and (i), 
without regard to prior medical condition or 
proof of insura.bil1ty; and 

"(C) provides that with respect to any 
employee who is covered under the plan or 
option a.t the time of the birth or any quali
fied child of his, the coverage under such plan 
or option shall automatically include such 
child (and the cost of coverage shall be ad
justed accordingly); except that such em
ployee ma.y choose, during the 60-da.y period 
following such birth, to waive such coverage 
for the child. 

"(2) A qualified child of an employee is an 
individual who is a. child of the employee 
(within the meaning of section 15l(e) ), and 
who (A) ha.s not attained the a.ge of 19 and 
resides in the same household as the em
ployee, or (B) is a student (within the mean
ing of section 151 ( e) ) . 

"(h) MINIMUM BENEFITS.-
"(!) In order to be a qualified contribution 

under subsection (a) (2), the employer con
tribution must be to a. plan (or option there
of) that at lea.st provides coverage for the 
same types of services for which coverage 
is provided under title XVIII of the Social 
Security Act. 

"(2) The requirements of paragraph (1) 
shall not affect any provisions of such plan 
or option relating to deductibles or copa.y
ments, or relating to requirements that cov
ered services be provided by particular per
sons or fac111ties. 

"(i) CATASTROPHIC ExPENSE PROTECTION.
"(!) In order to be a qualified contri

bution under subsection (a) (2), the em
ployer contribution must be to a plan (or op
tion thereof) that provides for payment of 
100 percent of the oost of services included 
under subsection (h) (1) which a.re provided 
to an individual covered under such plan or 
option during a. catastrophic benefit period. 

"(2) A catastrophic benefit period with 
respect to any individual-

"(A) shall begin at such time as the in
dividual and his spouse and qualified chil
dren, if covered, have incurred, whlle cov
ered under the plan, out-of-pocket expenses 
for services included under subsection (h) 
( l) provided to them during any calendar 
year in excess of $3,500; a.nd 

"(B) shall end at the end of such calendar 
year. 

"(3) For purposes of this section the term 
'out-of-pocket expenses' means expenses, the 
payment for which such individual, or his 
spouse, or qua.lifted child covered under the 
plan or option, is responsible, and for which 
reimbursement cannot be made, or cannot 
reasonably be expected to be ma.de, under 
any other form of insurance or benefit plan, 
or any la.w or Government program, but does 
not include expenses incurred to which re
imbursement is not made under a health 
benefit plan or option solely by reason of the 
fa.ct that the individual or his spouse or 
qualified child incurred such expenses pro
vided by a person or fac111ty, and under 
such circumstances, such that payment un
der such plan or option is not authorized. 

" ( 4) For purposes of this section the term 
'qua.lifted child' has the same meaning a.sin 
subsection (g). 

" ( 5) In the case of an employer whose con
tribution a.mount to a. health benefit plan for 
his employees is less than the full a.mount 
necessary to provide ca.ta.strophic expense 
protection a.s required by this subsection, one 
health plan option offered by such employer 
shall be considered to meet the require
ments of this subsection if it meets all such 
requirements except that the deductible 
a.mount is in excess of $3,500.". 

(b) The table of contents of pa.irt II of 
subcha.pter B of chapter 1 of subtitle A of 
such Code is a.mended by e.dding at the end 
thereof the following item: 
"Sec. 86. Employer contributions to health 

benefit plans.". 
EFFECTIVE DATE 

SEC. 3. The amendments ma.de by this Act 
shall become effective on January 1, 1982. 

SPECIAL RULE FOR EMPLOYMENT TAXES 
(a) GENERAL RULE.-Cha.pter 25 (relating 

to genera.I provisions relating to employment 
taxes) is a.mended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new section: 
"Sec. 3508. Treatment of excess employer 

contributions and rebates un
der section 86 health plans. 

"(a) AMOUNT INCLUDED IN GROSS INCOME 
UNDER SECTION 86(a.) TREATED AS REMUNER
ATION.-For purposes of this subtitle, any 
a.mount required to be included in the gross 
income of an employee under section 86(a.) 
with respect to any month-

" ( 1) shall be treated as pa.id in cash to 
such employee at the close of such month, 
and 

"(2) shall not be treated as pa.id under a 
health or similar plan of the employer. 

"(b) SPECIAL RULES FOR CASH PAYMENTS.
In the case of any required ca.sh payment 
under section 86(d) (2)-
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"(1) FICA, R&R, AND FUTA TREATMENT.-NO 

amount (in addition to that to which subsec
tion (a) of this section applies) shall be sub
ject to tax under chapter 21, 22, or 23. 
· "(2) WITHHOLDING.-The remainder of the 

rebate (after the application of subsection 
(a) of this section) shall be subject to tax 
under chapter 24." 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of 
sections for chapter 25 is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the follow1ng new item: 
"Sec. 3508. Treatment of excess employer 

contributions and rebates un
der section 86 health plans.". 

COORDINATED ADMINISTRATION 
SEC. 5. The Secretary of the Treasury, in 

determining whether health plans or options 
meet the criteria of subsections (h) and (i) 
of section 86 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954 (relating to minimum benefits and cat
astrophic expense protection) shall coordi
nate such determinations with the regula
tions and decisions of the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare in carrying out the 
program established under title xvm of the 
Social Security Act. 

CoMPETITION IN THE DELIVERY OF MEDICAL 
CARE 

(By Jon B. Christianson, Ph.D., and Walter 
McClure, Ph.D.) 

Abstract.--One approach to ireform of the 
medical-ca.re-delivery system em.phasizes the 
development of constructive competition 
among providers of health care. In this 
article we describe competition am.ong pro
viders in Minneapolis-St. Paul, one of the 
few areas that can provide information con
cerning the practicality of this type of re
form. We have found that competition has 
helped to reduce hospitalization, contain 
costs and improve access to medical services. 
Art the same time it has focused attention 
on consumer satisfaction With medical serv
ices, increased the ra.nge of consumer choice 
and given consumers better information 
a.bout providers. Certain public a.nd private 
measures could fa.c111ta.te the development 
of similar competition in other communities. 
(N Engl J Med 301:812-818, 1979.) 

The curirent debate concerning the appro
priate public policy for restructuring the 
medical-care-delivery system in the United 
States appears to have identified two broad 
policy options. The first alternative ls in
creased regula.tion, probably eventually in
cluding mandatory ceilings on health-ca.re 
expenditures. A second approach emphasizes 
the introduction of effective market incen
tives in the delivery of medical care through 
the establishment of competing "health-care 
pla.ns" in communities.1-* These organiza
tions could take many different forms,2 but 
their oommon characteristics would be the 
provision of comprehensive medical services 
by means of a defined set of physicians to a. 
volunta.rily enrolled population paying a 
prospective per ca.pita fee. (Participating 
physicians could be pa.id in any way a.greed 
on with their plan.) The ma.joir effect of this 
reform would be the division of providers 
into experience-rated groupings. Consumers 
would choose among these groupings and 
traditional providers under insura.ru::e plans 
on the basis of service and premiums. Thus, 
a health-care plan With efficient, highly 
qualified providers could draw patients away 
from inemcient providers by offering better 
service a.nd broader benefits or lower premi
ums. This system contrasts with the present 
systetn of comprehensive third-party insur
ance coverage, which does not reward pa.
tieruts who choose efficient providers or pro
viders who deliver ca.re emciently.13 

Advocates of increased competition in the 
delivery of medical services have offered pri
marily theoretical arguments in its support. 

Footnotes ·at end of article. 

As a result the enthusiasm of ma.ny people 
for this approach has been tempered by con
cern about its practicality.5 Can health-ca.re 
plans be established on a wide sea.le and in a 
reasonable time? Will they really compete 
and not collude? Will consumers accept them. 
in a. setting of free choice? wm traditional 
providers respond positively to their develop
ment? Will a competitive market restrain 
in.creases in expenditures Without impairing 
quality? These concerns a.bout the a.ctua.l 
performance of a competitive medical-care 
system ca.n be addressed adequately only on 
the basis of experience, a.nd there have 'been 
few, if any, examples of a. competitive med
icad.-care system in .action. However, the re
cent development and growth of severa.I 
health-care plans in Minneapolis-st. Paul 
has provided interesting evidence a.nd in
sight into the pra.cticality Of this competi
tive approach. 

A COMPETITIVE SYSTEM IN PRACTICE 
There are now seven health-maintenance 

orga.n171a.tlons (HMO's) in the Minnea.polls
St. Paul metropolitan area.. Their total en
rollment has grown at a.n average annual 
rate of 27 percent since 1971,o and as of 
December 31, 1978, enrollment totaled ap
proximately 240,800 members, or 12.4 per 
cent Of the standard metropolitan statiSlti
caiJ. area (SMSA) population i!ll the Twin 
Oities. Since this population grew very slow
ly over the past seven years, increases in 
HMO enrollment oocurred at the expense of 
private insurers and traditional providers. 
Because of certain federal and state restric
tions, HMO enrollees are drawn almost en
tirely from employed groups. There ls only 
one "federally qualified" HMO in the Twin 
Cities. Thus, members older than 65 yea.rs are 
essentially precluded by Medicare reimburse
ment regulations that require HMO's to be 
federa.tly qualified before enrolling the group 
eligible for Medicare. However, the age-sex 
distribution of members Of these HMO's is 
still S'imllar to that in HMO's in other parts 
of the United States.67 As many as 35 per 
cent of those in eligible employee groups ini
Ually enrolled in the HMO's; a.flter severa.I 
enrollment periods the majority of employ
ees in many major groups in the Twin Cities 
(for example, General Mills, Prudentia4 In
surance, Cargill, Hennepin County a.nd De
luxe Check Printers) have become HMO 
members. 

SPONSORSHIP AND RISK-SHARING 
The HMO's in the Twin Cities have been 

sponsored by a. variety of organizations and 
feature ma.ny different fina.ncia.l arrange
ments for distributing risk. The largest and 
oldest HMO, Group Health Plan (121,184 
members on December 31, 1978), began op
eration as a. consumer cooperative, employs 
physicians on a. salary basis and purchases 
hospital servl~es by contractual arrange
ments with community hospitals. The sec
ond largest HMO, the MedCenter Health 
Plan (46,706 members), was sponsored by the 
St. Louis Park Medical Center, a multispe
cialty group practice. The plan has added 
several other physician groups a.nd secures 
hospital services through negoti81ted con
tracts With a number of local hospitals. 

In contra.st to Group Health and Med
Center, there are three HMO's With some
what closer ties to hospitals. The Ramsey 
Health Plan (4,025 members) collltra.cts with 
St. Paul Ramsey Hospital, a. public genem.I 
hospital, for staff, hospital and ancillary 
services and clinic space, and the hospital is 
partially iat risk for the expense of hospital
izing pla.n members. SHARE Health Plan 
(21,862 members) is located adjacent to 
Samaritan Hospital, which it uses for inpa.
tlelllt a.nd outpatient a.nclUa.ry services and 
hospitalization of members. However, the 
hospital is not financially at risk for the ex
pense of hospitalizing SHARE members. 
SHARE was sponsored initially by a mutual-

benefit association for railroad employees, 
but it is now independent and community
ba.sed, and its physicians a.re salaried em
ployees of the health plan. It ls the only 
HMO in the area that has sought federal 
qualification. The Nicollet-Eitel Health Plan 
(8,485 members) is a joint venture of the 
Nicollet Clinic (a multispecialty group prac
tice) and Eitel Hospital. The clinic absorbs 
two-thirds of any financial losses associated 
with the plan, and Eitel 'Hospital is at risk 
for the remaining third. 

The two newest HMO's were formed par
tially in response to the growth of the five 
organizations described above HMOMinnesota. 
(HMOM, Twin Cities enrollment 12,170) 
consists of independent physioia.n groups 
that contract with Blue Cross-Blue Shield to 
provide medical care to an enrolled popula
tion on a prepaid, capitation basis. One of 
these groups is sponsored by the Ramsey 
County (St. Paul) Medical Society. Hospi
tals throughout the Twin Cities provide in
stitutional services on a. contractual basis 
and Blue Cross-Blue Shield provides admin: 
istra.tive a.nd support services. The Physicians 
Health Plan (PHP) 26,422 members), a.n 
"individual practice association" HMO, was 
sponsored by the Hennepin County Medical 
Society and includes over 1,200 physicians, or 
approximately 75 per cent of those in private 
practice in greater Minneapolis. Participa.t
ing physicians agree to absorb a.ny losses in
curred by the plan, and enrollees are hos
pitalized. through contractual arrangements 
with most of the hospitals in the Twin Cities. 

COMPARATIVE PRICES 
There ls considerable variation in the pre

miums that the HMO's quote to different 
groups. In general, the quoted premiums of 
the HMO's vary with the benefit package of
fered, the expected premiums of competitors, 
the predicted use of services by the potential 
enrollee group, the ab111ty of the HMO to as
similate additional membership and the mar
keting strengths other than price of compet
ing HMO's. However, SHARE must construct 
premiums based on a. community-wide rating 
system required of federally qua.lifted HMO's. 

Because of the variation in quoted premi
ums, average HMO monthly revenue per mem
ber derived from premiums provides the best 
proxy measure for HMO prices. This average 
rose at an annual rate of 18 per cent from 
1974 to 1977 because of price inflation, in
creased benefit coverage and the high initial 
premiums of the newer HMO's formed by 
Blue Cross-Blue Shield and the Hennepin 
County Medical Society. However, during this 
period approximately 80 per cent of enroll
ment in HMO's in the area was concentrated 
in MedCenter and Group Health, and con
sequently these HMO's represented the major 
competition to traditional providers. The av
erage monthly premium income per member 
for MedCenter and Group Health rose at an
nual rates of 13 and 16 per cent, respectively. 
(Percentage changes were calculated on the 
basis of revenue data. from annual financial 
statements filed by the HMO's with the Min
nesota. Department of Health.) 

On a group-by-group basis the premium 
advantage enjoyed by standard insurance 
plans over HMO's has decreased steadily, de
spite the more comprehensive benefits pro
vided by the HMO's. For some groups, such 
as employees of Honeywell and Genera.I Mills, 
the difference has been eliminated entirely. 
All six of the HMO's that Honeywell initially 
offered to its employees (April, 1978) had 
lower premiums and broader benefit cover
age than Honeywell's traditional insurance 
plan (Table 1) . As a result 5300 Honeywell 
employees (33 per cent) switched from Blue 
Cross-Blue Shield to HMO meznbership. At 
the next enrollment period one year later 
(April, 1979), the proportion of Honeywell 
employees enrolled in HMO's rose to 45 per 
cent. 
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TABLE 1.-COMPARISON OF PREMIUMS AND BENEFITS OFFERED AT HONEYWELL. APRIL 1978 

Feature Group health MedCenter Share Nicollet-Eitel 
HMO
Minnesota 

Physicians 
Health Plan Blue Cross-Blue Shield 

Monthly charge to employee for family $8 ___________ $5 •••• --------------------- $8 ___________ $8----- -----------~-------- $12 __________ $13 __________ $14. 35. 
coverage. 

Maxi ~:i~~ '~:~E:: d~~i~i~~)~~t=_= :~ ~= == =~;=n=~-g= == == == =~;=n=~-g= == == == == == == == == == == =~;=n=e~-~=== == == =~;=n=~~= == == == == == == == == == == =~;=n=e~~= == == == =~;=n=e~g= == == == u~g~~::~illst $15,000 after 
deductible. 

Coverage for routine physical exami
nations, eye-ear examinations and 
immunizations. 

100 percent... 100 percent ___________ __ ____ 100 percent... 100 percent_ ________________ .100 percent___ 100 percent... None. 

Coverage for hospitalization for 
psychiatric illness. 

100 percent 
for 70 days. 

>$15 per day for 21 days, >$15 per day >$20 per day for 30 days ____ 100 percent 80 percent for 100 percent for 70 daY.s, 80 
> $25 per day for 22d for 30 days. for 45 days. 73 days. percent after deductible. 
through 60th day. 

>$15 per day for 21 days, >$15 per day 100 percent for 1st 3 days, 100 percent 80 percent for 100 percent for 70 daY.s. 80 Coverage for hospitalization for alcohol 
or chemical dependency. 

100 percent 
for 73 days. >$25perdayfor22dthrough for 73 days. >$20 per day for next 70 for 73 days. 73 days. percent after deductible. 

75th day. days. 

The decreasing relative price of HMO serv
ices seems partially attributable to two poli
cies of the Minneapolis-St. Paul business 
community in structuring their health-care
benefit options. First of all, it is common 
practice for companies to offer more than 
one HMO as an alternative to their tradi
tional insurance plans. This practice encour
ages the HMO's to compete with each other, 
as well as with the insurer, for enrollees. Sec
ondly, most employers in the Twin Cities 
contribute a fixed dollar amount to which
ever benefit option is chosen. The employee 
must contribute the difference between this 
negotiated amount and the quoted premium 
(Table 1). Consequently, there is an incen
tive for employees to be conscious of price 
variation when making their choice among 

benefit options, and the HMO's are encour
aged to compete on the basis of premiums. 
Since several HMO's are available as benefit 
options, no single HMO can successfully peg 
its premium increases to those of traditional 
insurance plans and stm ma.l.ntain enroll
ment growth. The number of HMO's and 
their diversity of organizational sponsorship 
and motivation make it unlikely that any 
collusive pricing arrangement (with this ob
jective) could be sustained. In fact, there is 
no apparent pattern of price collusion, price 
leadership or predatory pricing in the HMO 
market in the Twin Cities. 

COMPARATIVE COSTS 

The necessity to be price competitive has 
forced HMO's in the Twin Cities to control 

costs tightly. The average HMO cost per en
r.:>llee per month in 1977 was $23.67 (Table 
2)-$8.85 less than the average cost of $32.52 
for enrollees in federally qualified HMO's s 
during that year. (Part but not all of this 
difference may be due to variation in the 
reporting . requirements of the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare and the 
Minnesota Department of Health.) In 1977, 
only two HMO's in the Twin Cities had a 
net deficit on total income, whereas three 
achieved a surplus on premium income alone 
despite a relatively low income per enrollee 
($24.79 per month versus an average of $28.52 
per month in 1977 for federally qualified 
HMO's).s 

TABLE 2.-EXPENSE AND INCOME PER ENROLLEE PER MONTH, 1977 • 

Expenses• Income($) 

Health plan lnpatientt Outpatient Administrative Total Premiumt Total§ 

$22. 48 $23. 04 $24. 40 
23. 52 23.14 23. 83 

Group Health Plan________________________________________ _______________________ $7. 24 $13. 82 $1. 42 
Med Center Health Plan·----------------- ------------ -- ---------------------- ---- 5. 78 16. 06 1. 68 

26. 98 24. 79 25. 79 
23. 70 23. 85 24.90 

Ramsey Health Plan_____________ _________________________________ _______________ 9.14 14.10 3. 74 
SHARE Health Plan______________ ______________ __________________________________ 7. 04 13. 97 2. 69 

30. 02 25. 22 1130. 02 
33.43 27. 72 27.82 
25. 75 26.53 26. 79 

Nicollet-Eitel Health Plan_______ __________ ______________________ ____________ ______ 10. 36 16. 44 3. 22 
HMOMinnesota ____________________________________________________ -------------- 12. 14 13. 45 'U7. 83 
Physicians Health Plan_______________________________ __________________________ __ 9. 71 12. 88 3.17 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

Mean______________ ___________ ____ __ _____________________________________ 7. 44 14.19 2. 04 23.67 23.62 24. 79 
1.00 . 95 1. 00 
2. 40 1. 28 1. 29 

Proportion of tota'--------------------- ------------------------------------------ . 31 • 60 • 09 
Standard deviation. ___ ---------------------------------------------------------- 1. 39 . 99 1. 27 

•The correlation of inpatient expenditures to total expenditures equals 0.82, of outpatient 
expenditures to total expenditures equals 0.06 and of administrative expenditures to total expend
itures equals 0.94. 

§ Sum of all HMO income from capitation payments, grants, investments and copayments (but 
excluding fee-for-service income) divided by total enrollee mo/yr. 

II Because of internal risk-sharing arrangements, the total net income of cost figures for Nicollet
Eitel Health Plan may not be comparable to those of other HMO's. t Inpatient expenses are primarily hospital charges to the HMO's. Payments to physicians are 

included under outpatient expenses. ~ HMO Minnesota has added administrative expenses because of marketing of the plan in northern 
Minnesota. t Income from capitation payments divided by total enrollee mo/yr. 

The performance of the SHARE Health 
Plan in the area of cost containment has 
been striking. From 1974 to 1978 SHARE 
reduced its monthly cost per enrollee from 
$25.72 to $25.61 6 despite an overall rise in 
the consumer price index of 38 percent in 
Minneapolis-St. Paul. Like SHARE, Med
Center and Group Health had average costs 

Footnotes at end of article. 

Plan 

of under $27.00 per enrollee in 1978. In 1975, 
SHARE Health Plan enrollt:d approximately 
300 recipients of the Aid for Dependent Chil
dren program through prepa.l.d contracts with 
the Minnesota Department of Public Wel
fare. The average monthly cost for these en
rollees was $23.90, as compared with an 
average cost of $36.79 for persons eligible for 
this aid who were served by traditional 
providers.e 

TABLE 3.-HOSPITALIZATION 

(Days per thousand] 

1973 1974 1975 1976 

504.8 500. 8 
465. 2 *372. 6 
729. 8 719. 9 
474. 9 449. 7 
888.9 601.5 
732. 3 698. 4 

t805. 4 638. 2 

Inpatient costs 
The success of the newer HMO's in com

peting for enrollees with Group Health and 
traditional insurers seems closely related to 
their ab111ty to contain premiums by con
servative hospitalization of their members.10 
The decrease in SHARE's costs cited above 
were paralleled by a reduction in hospital 
use from 752.5 to 422.8 days per 1000 members 
annually (Table 3). At the same time SHARE 
increased its membership by 560 per cent.• 

1978 

Mental Nonmental 
1977 health health Total 

496. 6 122. 3 360.0 482.3 
417. 9 22. 2 332.4 354.6 
709.9 118.6 504. 9 623.5 
388.5 42.13 380. 7 422.8 
453.1 104.9 341.9 446.8 
690.3 122. 3 345.4 467.8 
639. 7 73.26 437. 7 5ll. l 

. Average (weighted>t--------------------------------------- 496. 3 490. 1 520. 3 500. 3 

~=~~er~l~~~nu~1f}.~~ ~~lr.s ~~~~·-~~~~~~n-~~~~~~~~~-== :: == :: == :: :: == ==-= :: :: == == :: == :: :: :: :· :: == :: :: :: :: :: :: :~ :: :: :: :: :: :: :: :: 
492.9 89.6 366. 6 456.2 

12 421. 0 ---------------------------- 7 372.0 
ts 422. 0 ---------------------------- 7 397. 0 

f Annual rates are based on less than 12 mo data. 
tHospitaliz~t!on data. from 1974-;-77 ~l!sed on experience of total mel!'ber~hip, includin1 plan 

Members res1d1n1 outside the Twin C1t1es. Data for 1978 apply to Twin Cities members only 
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MedCenter, the fastest growing HMO, has 

been characterized by relatively low hospital 
use and premiums since its formation. The 
population base provided by the HMO mem
bership merely permitted documentation of 
the already conservative hospitalization prac
tices of MedCenter's sponsoring physicians, 
the St. Louis Park Medical Center. In con
tra.st, the Ramsey Health Plan has been un
able to achieve low rates of hospitalization 
and consequently has had high premiums 
and small enrollment gains. 

The Physicians Health Plan lost more than 
$700,000 during its first two yea.rs of opera
tion by underestimating, when constructing 
premiums, the rate at which its physicians 
would hospitalize patients. To remain finan
cially solvent and at the same time offer com
petitive premiums, the plan found it neces
sary to institute tight controls over physician 
behavior. All hospital admissions by partici
pating physicians must now be approved in 
advance by the plan, with an agreed-on 
length of stay. Physicians who fail to follow 
this procedure are not reimbursed by the 
plan, and some have been asked to leave it. 
These controls were instrumental in reducing 
hospitalization by over 100 drays per 1000 
members in 1978. HMOMinnesota has also 
been forced by the competitive environment 
in the Twin Cities to implement a similar set 
of controls, with equally impressive results 
(Table 3). The fact that HMO's sponsored 'by 
a medical society (such as the Physicians 
Health Plan) or containing major medical
society representation (such as HMOMinne
sota.) constrain their physicians to this ex
tent indicates the emphasis that the HMO's 
place on controlling hospitalization. The ac
ceptance of these constraints by the partici
pating physicians demonstrates that they 
perceive the medical market in the Twin 
Cities to be quite competitive. 

·As a consequence of their efforts to reduce 
hospital use, the HMO's provided an average 
of 456.2 days of hospitalization per 1000 en
rollees in 1978 (Table 3). Included in this 
average were 89.6 days of mental-health hos
pitalization per 1000 HMO members. These 
hospitalizations involved chemical dependen
cy and alcohol abuse as well as acute psy
chiatric care. Comprehensive insurance cov
erage for inpatient treatment of alcohol and 
chemical dependency (Table 1) was ordered 
by the Minnesota Legislature in 1973. Thus, 
comparison of the hospitalization rates of 
HMO's in the Twin Cities and in other areas 
is somewhat difficult. (For instance, only 43 
per cent of the members of the Kaiser Health 
Plan in Northern California. had mental
hea.lth coverage as of December, 19'n.12 Elim
inating mental-health hospitalization from 
the Kaiser data reduces its average total hos
pitalization by only 2.7 days per 1000 mem
bers.) 

The non-mental-health hospitalization by 
HMO's in the Twin Cities, rather than the 
total hospital days per 1000 members, prob
ably provides a better standard for compari
son with the reported hospitalization by 
other HMO's. On the basis of this measure, 
Twin Cities HMO's were effective in limiting 
hospitalization relative to federally qua.li
fted HMO's (Table 3 ) . By whichever measure 
is chosen, HMO hospital days reported a.re 
considerably lower than the 860 days per 
1000 members reported for Blue Cross-Blue 
Shield employed groups in Minnesota during 
1977.11 These groups could be expected to 
have an age-sex distribution similar to that 
in HMO's in the Twin Cities. 

It appears that the conservative use of hos
pital resources by Twin Cities HMO's rep
resents no threat to community health 
standards. As observed previously, the St. 
Louis Park Medical Center instituted no new 
hospitalization controls on its physicians 
when it began to accent a portion of its pa
tients as prepaid HMO enrollees in MedCen-

Footnotes at end of article. 

ter. Yet the hospitalization rate for these 
members has varied little from its initial 
year and currently is less than the metro
politan and national HMO averages (Table 
3). This observation suggests that these 
physicians, who a.re regarded as practicing 
high-quality medicine by their peers, have 
always hospitalized patients conservatively. 
But since over 70 percent of the physicians 
in the TWin Cities now participate in HMO's 
the low hospitalization rate for HMO mem
bers in other plans cannot be attributed to 
the physicians' style of medical practice be
fore participation in an HMO. The reduction 
of hospital use over time in plans such as the 
Physicians Health Plan and HMOMinnesota. 
indicates a substantial change in the style of 
their participating physicians. The willing
ness of the overwhelming majority of phy
sicians to remain in these plans suggests that 
they do not perceive these more conservative 
practices as a threat to the quality of their 
patient care. 

In addition to containing inpatient ex
penses through reductions in . hospital use, 
the HMO's have been able to negotiate fa
vorable contracts with hospitals in the Twin 
Cities. As noted above, Eitel Hospital and 
Ramsey Hospital participate in risk-sharing 
arrangements with the Nicollet-Eitel Health 
Plan and Ramsey Health Plan. The HMO's 
believe that these arrangements make hos
pitals more cost conscious SHARE Health 
Plan, Group Health and MedCenter pay 
rates reduced by about 4 to 9 per cent to 
their primary sources of inpatient services. 
The HMO's request these discounts because 
there is no delay in their payment of hos
pital charges and the hospitals incur no bad 
debts as a result of treating HMO members. 
Physicians Health Plan and HMOM!nnesota. 
customarily pay standard community charges 
since their hospitalization is not concen
trated in particular fac111ties. Hospitals dn 
the Twin Cities have sought HMO patients, 
even at discounted fees, because they cur
rently have, on average, only a. 74 per cent 
occupancy rate.a Through long-term enroll
ment growth, an HMO affiliation can poten
tially stabilize or increase a. hospital's occu
pancy rate and thus reduce the possibility 
of hospital closure due to financial or regu
latory pressures. 

Outpatient costs 
Although outpatient expenditures form 

the major category of HMO costs (Table 2) 
they vary little among the different HMO's. 
In all HMO's a greater proportion of the 
dollars go for physician care than for hos
pital care, reversing the usual split of con
ventional insurance dollars. Group Health 
and SHARE attempt to contain their out
patient expenditures by carefully matching 
numbers of salaried physicians with enroll
ment growth. Enrollment has grown rapidly 
in both HMO's during the past three years, 
but the number of full-time physicians per 
1000 enrollees has remained stable, in the 
range from 0 .6 to 0.8.6 Both Group Health 
and SHARE have also responded to increased 
enrollment by reliance on physician extend
ers of various types; in 1977, 27 physiota.n 
extenders were employed by Group Health 
and eight by SHARE.a 

Competitive pressure to contain costs has 
apparently not lowered the referral rate of 
Minneapolis-St. Paul HM:O's. The different 
plans averaged 0 .34 referrals per enrollee per 
year in 1974 but 0.46 in 1976.6 (The Minne
sota Department of Health has reported no 
data on referrals after 1976.) concurrently, 
referral expenses per month per enrollee in
creased from $1.64 to $2.13, whdch was ap
proximately equal to the rate of increase in 
average HMO costs during the same period. 
However, the average cost of a referral visit 
decreased from $53.62 to $49.78.6 This lower 
cost per referral could reflect either an in
crease in cost consciousness in the selection 
of referral physicda.ns or a decrease in the 

seriousne,c:;s of the medical condition of the 
average referral patient, owing to the larger 
number of referrals. 

Administrative costs 
The administrative costs of Minneapolis

St. Paul HMO's have averaged less than 10 per 
cent of total costs for the pa.st five years. As 
one would predict, the larger HM O's have 
lower administrative costs per member, but 
even the smaller HMO's have consistently re
ported administrative costs well within the 
normal range of 10 to 15 per cent.15 The orga
nizations that have been the most successful 
at minimizing administrative costs also have 
the lowest total cost per member (Table 2). 

COMPETITION ON ASPECTS OTHER THAN PRICE 

Relative premium levels are not always the 
determining factor in the oonsumer's ohoice 
of an HMO. Other important factors are loca
tion of delivery sites, benefit coverage and the 
specific physicians participating in the plan. 
When Honeywell offered participation in an 
HMO (Table 1), over half the employees who 
chose to join selected the HMO with the 
highest premium-the Physicians Health 
Plan. Beca.use of the accessibllity of its 1200 
participating physicians and the likelihood 
that an employee can enroll without chang
ing physicians, the Physicians Health Plan 
can charge more than its HM:O competitors 
and still achieve comparable enrollment 
gains. To attract enrollees most Twin Cities 
HMO's have added new locations. Group 
Health has constructed four new satellite 
buildings since 1974, and the Nicollet-Eitel 
plan has constructed one new facility and is 
in the process of building another. MedCen
ter, however, has taken the lead among 
"group practice based" HMO's in adding de
livery sites. Primarily by contracting with 
existing group practices, MedCenter has in
creased its delivery outlets from five in 1974 
to 17 at present. Because it has a.dded delivery 
sites with a. minimum of capital expenditure, 
MedCenter has been able to expand rapidly 
and there has been little impact on its costs. 
HMOMinnesota has also expanded its service 
network aggressively, particularly with the 
addition of the Ramsey County Medical So
ciety sponsored independent-practice associa
tion as a participating provider group. When 
constructing new clinics or adding provider 
groups, the HMO's have emphasized the con
venience of these locations for consumers 
rather than physicians. Consequently, HMO 
office oonstruction tends to occur a.long main 
traffic arteries or near major retail centers, 
rather than near hospitals. 

Another aspect of competition among 
HMO's has been the expansion of benefit 
options and covered services. Minnesota state 
law requires extensive benefit coverage for 
HMO's but allows some latitude in copay
ments and deductibles. A major variation in 
benefits now occurs in the payment for hos
pitalization for psychiatric care and alcohol 
or chemical dependency (Table 1). However, 
the overall trend in HMO benefit coverage 
has been toward increased comprehensive
ness and decreased patient out-of-pocket 
expenditures. For example, until recently 
there were differences in maternity bene
fits among the HMO's, but now all feature 
complete coverage with no member payment 
required. Along with expanded benefits, some 
HMO's have begun to extend regular clinic 
hours to include Saturday mornings in an 
effort to attract enrollees. 

CONSUMER INFORMATION 

To clarify differences in benefits and serv
ices, larger employers distribute brochures 
that compare the benefits of HMO's and tra
ditional insurance plans and describe the 
locations and characteristics of the various 
HMO's in a systematic, easily understood 
format. In addition, the HMO's have begun 
to advertise services, benefits and locations 
through local newspapers during enrollment, 
thus competing for larger groups like Honey-
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well, which has 16,000 eligible employees in 
the Twin Cities. Therefore, the potential en
rollee ls provided with considerable informa
tion concerning the non-price features of 
the HMO's. 

CONSUMER SATISFACTION 

The continued growth of Twin Cities 
HMO's ls one important indication that con
sumers are satisfied with the services that 
they receive. Consumer satisfaction is · also 
monitored by the government, employers, 
unions and the HMO's themselves. The 
Minnesota State Department of Health, 
which licenses all HMO's in the state, re
quires that the HMO's maintain quallty
assurance programs and collects data con
cerning the nature and frequency of com
plaints issued by HMO members; written 
complaints were filed by less than 0.2 per
cent of all members in 1977, with less than 
40 percent of these complaints relating to 
the delivery of medical care.a 

Coupled with these government activities 
ls continuing evaluation by employers and 
unions. Before recommending the HMO's as 
benefit options, some of these groups have 
undertaken studies of their fac111ties, fi
nancial stabllity and treatment procedures. 
After offering the HMO's, many employers 
conduct periodic surveys of members to de
termine employee satisfaction with HMO 
services. In the published results of one 
such survey conducted by General M1lls, only 
2 per cent of HMO enrollees were dissatisfied 
with their choice, whereas 45 per cent re
ported that the care provided by their HMO 
(MedCenter) was better than their previous 
care.16 

Approximately 12 per cent of HMO enroll
ees in the Twin Cities terminated their 
membership during 1978, as compared with 
19 per cent in 1974.6 The most common rea
sons appear to be moving a.way from an 
HMO's service area, change of employment 
and enrollment in a different HMO, but no 
data were available on the relative fre
quency of these factors. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The HMO's in Minneapolis-St. Paul have 
demonstrated that a variety of health-care 
plans can develop, attract employees and 
become financially stable in a relatively short 
period, with little assistance from the public 
sector. (SHARE Health Plan ls the only Twin 
Cities HMO to receive federal development 
funds.) Traditional providers have responded 
competitively to HMO growth, as evidenced 
by the formation of the Physicians Health 
Plan and HMO Minnesota and by the ef
forts of physicians participating in these 
plans to reduce hospitalization. Competition 
·among healthcare plans has focused greater 
employer and union attention on the medical 
services offered to employees and their satis
faction with these services. It has stimulated 
the provision of better information concern
ing the medical care at various HMO's, in
creased consumer access to medical fac111ties 
and provided consumers with a choice among 
different approaches to the financing and 
delivery of medical care, some of which would 
be unavailable without the stimulus of a 
competitive marketplace. 

Since the development of a competitive 
market in the Twin Cities is obviously in 
its initial stages, the data are incomplete. 
Further study of these HMO's is needed to 
determine whether any reductions in the 
supply of community physicians or hospital 
beds are precipitated by enrollment growth, 
whether competitive health plans will enroll 
the poor and elderly if the opportunity and 
incentive are provided, whether hospitaliza
tion rates lower than those of traditional 
providers wm persist over time and whether 
constructive competitive behavior will con
tinue as the market share of the health plans 
grows. 
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A careful comparison of the quality of the 
medical care delivered by traditional pro
viders and health-care plans is also needed. 
Despite these caveats, we believe that condi
tions in the Minneapolis-St. Paul medical
care marketplace are encouraging and indi
cate that similar competition in other loca
tions could be beneficial. Certainly, observa
tion of other competitive markets at various 
stages of development would provide infor
mation on whether the health plans in 
Minneapolis-St. Paul demonstrate the bene
fits of competition. 

Competition appears most likely to de
velop in communities where three conditions 
exist: at least two and preferably more repu
table health-ca.re plans are available to con
sumers; any contribution by an employer 
or government is the same for all plans, with 
the consumer paying or being rebated the 
difference; and efficient providers are per
mitted to attract consumers through more 
comprehensive benefits or lower enrollee 
premiums. Except for Medicare and Medic
aid, much of the Minneapolis-St. Paul medi
cal-care market contains these essential fea
tures, primarily because of efforts of the 
private sector undertaken in a reasonably 
benign regulatory climate. The important 
infiuence of Twin Cities employers in stimu
lating competition among health-care plans 
has already been noted. 

There appears to be nothing in the min
neapolls-St. Paul experience that would 
preclude duplicating it in other areas 
through private actions. The widespread 
adoption of multiple-choice benefit options 
by employers, coupled _with the contribu
tion of a fixed dollar amount to each option 
and the enthusiastic endorsement of choice 
and competition, would provide a. favorable 
climate for the formation and growth of 
health plans. In addition, a supportive set 
of public policies could reinforce these pri
vate actions and increase the likelihood that 
competition would envolve in receptive areas. 
Specifically, public policies emphasizing 
"choice and competition" among a variety 
of private health-care plans and traditional 
providers, rather than the current policy 
of promoting specific "federally qualtfied 
HMO's," would be desirable.2 In this re
spect, federal, state and local governments 
might set an example by expanding the op
tions available to their own employees. If 
such supportive policies are not adopted, gov
ernmental attempts to reform the delivery of 
medical care should at least be structured 
so that they do not restrict the development 
of competitive systems through private ini
tiatives. Protection of the option for indi
vidual communiUes to develop competitive 
medical-care systems through their own ef
forts should be an important consideration 
in any national health-insurance scheme. 

We a.re indebted to Paul Ellwood, Kent 
Peterson, Frank Tsai and many interviewees 
in the Minneapolis-St. Paul area for helpful 
comments. 
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IT PAYS To $HOP FOR HEALTH INSURANCE 

(By Kenneth Bredemeler) 
The estimated 400,000 federal and District 

government workers in the Washington area 
could save $300 or more in health insurance 
costs next year if they take the time to pick 
an insurance plan that best suits their needs, 
a new consumer's study showed yesterday. 

The survey of the 30 health insurance 
plans available to federal and D.C. workers 
in Maryland, Virginia. and the city shows 
that while the benefits from several plans 
may be virtually identical the premium and 
health care costs are often substantially dif
ferent. 

Moreover, the study by the Washington 
Consumers' Checkbook magazine showed that 
some high-cost plans do not provide the 
range of health ca.re options that less costly 
plans do. 

The survey showed that the most popular 
insurance plan, the Blue Cross-Blue Shield 
high option plan, is consistently, one of the 
most costly. Nonetheless almost half of the 
government workers here have signed up for 
that plan, the magazine stated. 

Conversely, Robert Krughoff, Checkbook's 
publisher, said that relatively few workers 
have chosen the Government Employees 
Hospital Association (GEHA) insurance plan, 
despite the fact that its costs are often 
much cheaper than virtually any other plan, 
regardless of family size, and its benefits 
often the same or superior. 

Krughoff described the GEHA program as 
"obviously a superb plan." 

The survey also showed that Health Main
tenance Organization plans, under which 
consumers typically pay for their health ca.re 
on an annual fixed cost basis, can also be ex
pensive. 

"A big rationale for them ts that they pre
vent unnecessary medical ca.re," Krughoff 
said. With a fixed payment schedule, "They 
eliminate the incentive for doctors to pre
scribe more medicine and surgery." 

But the survey showed that such preven
tive care health plans a.re among the most 
costly here, because the premiums often are 
so high that they more than outstrip the 
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savings in the out-of-pocket expenses that 
traditional health plans require. 

The survey urges individual government 
workers to study thoroughly the various 
plans and their own personal medical care 
needs before finally selecting one. This was 
particularly important, the magazine said, 
i! an individual or family ls expecting un
usual expenses, such as bills for dental or 
psychiatric care, that one plan might cover 
and another with the same premium might 
not. 

Such insurance choices are relevant at the 
moment for federal and D.C. government 
workers, the magazine said, because the 
workers have their annual opportunity to 
switch insurance plans between next Mon
day and Dec. 7. 

The magazine said that the vast differ
ences between plans could easly be illus
trated by comparing their highly ranked 
GEHA plan for a family of four with the 
lowly ranked Blue Cross-Blue Shield high 
option plan. 

The study showed that in an average year 
the GEHA plan would cost about $680, in
cluding $235 in premiums and about $445 in 
unreimbursed expenses. The Blue Cross plan 
for about the same coverage will cost $1,040 
in an average year, about $360 more than 
the GEHA plan. 

While the Blue Cross plan would reim
burse a greater proportion of a patient's bills, 
the premiums will be more than $450 higher. 

"Over a 20-year period you will probably 
save over $5,000 by selecting GEHA," the 
magazine said. "Of course everyone would 
not have this much, and some families 
would actually come out ahead under the 

·Blue Cross high option plan. But other fam
ilies, the luckiest ones, would come out even 
more than $5,000 ahead under GEHA." 

Washington Consumers' checkbook is 
published by the nonprofit Washington Cen
ter for the Study of Services, a group that 
previously has produced surveys of a variety 
of often-used consumer services. 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
briefly, my proposal is an attempt to ap
ply the principles of competitive markets 
to our system for providing health care 
coverage. The theory of competitive mar
kets is, of course, the basis of the Ameri
can economy. The market approach is an 
effective alternative to greater Federal 
regulation and control of our health care 
system. 

While Government regulation is be
coming the norm for health care, there 
are areas in the country which have 
turned to the competitive-incentive 
model as a more appropriate means for 
the delivery of health care services. The 
Twin Cities of Minnesota is one area 
where competition is working. I have in
cluded with the bill an article describing 
the Minnesota experience. I would also 
like to call my colleagues' attention to 
an article which appeared in the Wash
ington Post describing how the smart 
consumer can make an intelligent choice 
in choosing health insurance. 

CONCERN FOR THE HOSTAGES IN 
ffiAN 

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, I wish 
to echo the sentiments and comments of 
my distinguished colleague from Alaska 
(Mr. STEVENS) in regard to his request 
that au America should pray for the 
safety of those Americans being held 
hostage by some in Iran. 

I also add that I hope we all pray for 
the President, and all those that govern 
and rule, that they may be given not only 

the wisdom, but the patience and the 
good fortune to do the things that need 
to be done, the way they ought to be 
done, in order that we might again have 
all our Americans safe at home with us. 

MEALS ON WHEELS 
Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD "Self-Help Gets a Swift 
Kick,'' published in the Washington Star 
on October 28, 1979. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SELF-HELP GETS A SWIFT KICK 

(By Michael Balzano) 
"Resolved ... that in recognition of the 

selfless service performed, the president is 
hereby authorized and requested to issue a 
proclamation designating the week of Sep
tember 16 through 22, 1979, as 'National 
Meals-on-Wheels Week' . . ." With these 
words, the Congress prepared to celebrate the 
25th anniversary of a typically American 
phenomenon. 

But only a few weeks earlier HEW's Admin
istration on Aging (AOA) unveiled draft 
regulations for a new federal home-delivered 
meals program; 1f left unchanged, these reg
ulations threaten to drive Meals-on-Wheels 
right off the road. 

Some birthday present! By any standard, 
these thousands of neighborhood programs 
constitute the very model of what has al
ways been valued most in this country; tens 
of thousands of volunteers identifying a 
genuine community need. amassing private 
resources, and meeting that need-with a 
minimum of bureaucratic fuss and a maxi
mum of effective service. 

Every day for 25 years now, and often 
twice a day, these local, private, non-profit 
programs deliver hot meals (and often essen
tial ties with the outside world) to the home 
bound. Most of them are old-but they need 
not be 60 years of age or older. Many pay 
some or all of the cost of the meals; others 
pay none. Local churches and charities make 
up the deficit. The programs are tailored to 
virtually individual situations-and appar
ently they work. 

In 1972, responding to no less worthy a 
need but quite a different one, Congress 
amended Title VII of the Older Americans 
Act to authorize a so-called congregate nu
trition program. These programs serve a. hot 
meal to senior citizens (60 and over) five 
days a week in a grou~ongrega.te-setting. 
There ls no means test or charge for the 
meals, voluntary contributions a.re accepted. 
Last year these congregate centers served 
some 500,000 meals a day at an annual cost 
to the taxpayers of more than $300 million. 

So, for a.bout six years now, there have 
been two nationwide networks providing 
meals to the elderly, ea.ch with a. legitimate, 
different, and apparently complementary 
purpose; voluntary meals-on-wheels pro
grams serving the homebound, and federal 
Title VII programs serving the physically 
mobile. The one was a citizens' effort, locally 
designed, flexible, and privately supported; 
the other, necessarily encumbered by federal 
regulation ranging from the nutritional con
tent of the meals to equal opportunity re
quirements for the hired staff. The one rep
resented no appreciable drain on the U.S. 
Treasury, the other a considerable one. 

In 1978, Congress began debating the crea-
tion of a national, federally funded, home
delivered meals program. It was principally 
concerned with the nutrition needs of the 
homebound elderly and saw in meals-on
wheels a logical vehicle for getting the job 
done. 

The legislation was supported by both the 
N~tional Association of Title VII Project Di
rectors, representing existing federal grant
ees, and by the National Associations of 
Meals Programs (NAMP), representing a. 
number of meals-on-wheels programs. But 
the two groups disagreed on how the funds 
should be channeled. The Title VII directors 
argued that their network of congregate cen
ters should operate the federal meals-on
wheels services-with the private programs 
participating only under the authority of 
Title VII grantees, not as direct recipients 
of federal grants. 

NAMP's case, in contrast, was that the 
local voluntary programs were already in 
place, had a. proven track record, needed 
money to meet a growing demand with which 
charitable contributions were not keeping 
pace, and ought to be eligible to receive fed
eral grants. They should remain reasonably 
a.utonomlous, free of burdensome federal 
regulations, and serve as conduits-draining 
off almost nothing in overhead-for federal 
aid to those who need it. What NAMP had in 
mind was a partnership, not absorption. 

Another sort of concern was expressed by 
local programs that did not themselves want 
federal funds but feared the impact of a new 
federal meals-on-wheels program growing 
out of the Title VII centers. They assumed
quite rightly as it' turned out-that the two 
different services would operate under the 
same guidelines-that meals would be free 
and that their own "pay 1f and what you can" 
principle would not be able to withstand 
that competition. 

As passed by Congress on October 18, 1978, 
the meals-on-wheels bill was incorporated 
into amendments to the Older Americans Act 
that greatly expanded social services for the 
elderly. Still, NAMP had solid grounds for 
believing that it was the intent of Congress 
to expand meal service to the homebound by 
using local voluntary meals-on-wheels pro
grams as the ma.in vehicle. Many members 
of the Senate and House authorizing commit
tees said it was, including the chairmen, 
Sena.tor Thomas Eagleton and Representative 
John Bra.demas: "In a.warding funds, first 
consideration must be given to organiza
tions like Meals on Wheels ... " (Letter to 
The Washington Star, July 21, 1978). 

Moreover, Congress provided two separate 
authorizations, one for the existing congre
gate programs and another for home-deliv
ered meals. This was taken as a signal of con
gressional intent that meals-on-wheels pro
grams would be eligible for direct grants from 
the area agencies and not subsumed under 
the authority of Title VII projects. Fina.Uy 
NAMP was assured by the commissioner on 
aging that the regulations would specifically 
protect the local voluntary programs from 
being forced out of business by Title VII 
competition. 

On July 31, 1979, the draft regulatdons 
finally appeared in The Federal Register. The 
key provision states: "The area agency may 
only award funds for home delivered meals 
to a service provider that also provides con
gregate meals." This flatly rules out all but 
a. handful of the voluntary meals-on-wheels 
programs from eligibility for direct federal 
grants-since, by definition, it ls not their 
purpose to serve congregate meals. It also 
eliminates the J?OSsibUity of funding any 
home-dellvered meals services in areas where 
no congregate meal center exists. 

So much for congressional dntent and sig
nals, and so much for the commissioner's 
assurances! 

A NARROW READING 

Now, assuming some rationality in the 
universe and honorable intentions all 
around, the question has to be, Why? Why 
these provisions in the regulatd.ons? In a 
July 12, 1979 letter to NAMP, the commis
sioner on aging justified them as mandated 
in the statute itself. He cited a clause that 
says, with respect to nutrition services: 
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"Each project wdll provide meals in a con
gregate setting, except that each such project 
may provide home delivered meals ... " Ad
mittedly, this language is susceptible-es
pecially if read in isolation-of the commis
sioner's dnterpretation that home-delivered 
meals may only be provided in addition to, 
rather than instead of, meals in a. congre
gate setting. But to give it such an interpre
tation in the face of the legislative history 
is to conclude that the Congress actually 
accomplished the precise opposite of what 
it intended. 

If the Congress fails to challenge AoA on 
its narrow translation of this ambiguous 
clause, some questions remain: Will the vol
untary meals-on-wheels programs be utilized 
a.t all under the new law? And a.re there 
any provisions, as promised, to protect those 
local programs that do not want federal 
funds from inevitable Title VII competition? 
AoA says yes: "The nutrition services pro
vider must purchase home deldvered meals 
from an organization, where one exists that 
(i) Demonstrates proven ab111ty to provide 
home-delivered meals effectively and at 
reasonable costs . . ." Officials a.t AoA 
argue that the intent of this provision ris to 
require Title VII nutrition projects to pur
chase meals from the voluntary programs. 
Well, not quite: the wording is such that 
any organization, even a. profit-ma.king ca
tering service, could qualify to provide the 
meals. 

More important by far, reducing the rela
tionship to the terms-and-conditions for 
"purchasing" meals-as the proposed regu
lations would-scarcely suggests the partner
ship that NAMP had in mind. Most of the 
local programs do a. lot more than just pro
vide meals. In addition to screenitng appli
cants, the volunteers help their clients es
tablish eligibility for other kinds of assist
ance, arrange transportation, run errands, 
write letters, and deldver a host of other 
services. If participation in the federal pro
gram means simply delivering meals, many 
local groups will want no part of it. 

So What future wm they ha.ve? The 
experience orf Twin Cities Area. Mea.ls-on
Wheels of Benton Ha.l"bor, Michigan, may be 
instructive. This four-year-old program used 
to serve 40 homebound people two mea.ls a 
day, opera.ting at a monthly deficit of $350 
(offset by charitable contributions). The 
program's director said this to me in a. letter 
dated August 9. 

"Approximately three months 8€0 we 
started receiving phone calls from clients 
saying, "I didn't get a. meal." The people 
who were calling were not in our program.. 
Upon investigation, we found that a. dupli
cate program sponsored by Title VII was 
developing in this area. and many of the 
clients didn't even know where their meals 
were coming from. Since that time we ha.ve 
found a gradual decrease in the number of 
clients who are requiring our services. This 
decrease has (reduced us) to approximately 
20 meals per day and it is prohibitive for us 
to continue to maintain a. ha.If-time person, 
a telephone, an office and the various oth~ 
overhead items to maintain a. program that 
only serves 20 meals per day." 

It seems clear that if the existing mea.ls
on-wheels services choose not to participate 
in the new federal program--or are not 
chosen to participate-they probably wtll 
not make it. (The boa.rd in Benton Harbor, 
for one, already has decided to terminate its 
program.) 

All of which constitutes a sorry reward for 
local voluntary initiative. Congress appar
ently did not care'fuJly assess the impact of 
the legislative language. And, this failure 
has doubtless been compounded by an out
break of extreme bureaucratic literalness in 
construing the statute and writing the regu
lations. Unless a. wa.y can be found to fund 
tihe voluntary effort directly, the la.wand the 

regulations a.re likely to have the unintended 
consequence of destroying the thousands of 
community-.ba.sed programs that have been 
serving the homebound for so long a.t just 
about zero cost to the taxpayer. 

SELF-HELP REPUDIATED 

Given all the congressional a.r.cola.des and 
assurances, why did the private mea.ls-on
wheels programs fa.re so poorly? One reason 
surely is that NAMP, an all-volunteer orga
nization, lacks the funds and lobbying skills 
to do battle with the federal legislative/ 
regulatory process, whereas the Title VII 
organization is amply supplied with both. 

A more interesting question is how did 
another new federal program pass the seem
ingly suspicious eye of a. budget-conscious 
Congress? The answer is that, during the 
more visible period of the bill's congres
sional hearings, the motherhood-and-a.pple
pie Meals on Wheels vehicle was driven 
through a Proposition 13 Congress without 
a roadblock. Then when the bill reached the 
conference committee, all references to Meals 
on Wheels were removed. Congressional staff 
a.ides working closely with AoA bureaucrats 
helped to fashion the language that would 
enable AoA to interpret the law precisely as 
it did. The members of Congress were simply 
caught off guard. So the result is · that the 
government ends up repudiating the phi
losophy of self-help and citizen responsi
bility! 

What ls at issue in all this ls the nature 
and purpose of government, and of the fed
eral establishment in particular. It is fair to 
assume that most Americans continue to 
believe that the central government's princi
pal responsibility is to undertake great en
terprises-to put people on the moon, to 
protect the nation from its enemies, to es
tablish broad standards of public policy
and that, otherwise, it should do only that 
which individuals and voluntary groups, lo
calities and states, cannot do as well for 
themselves. 

On this assumption, it would seem that 
policy-makers have an obligation to fashion 
an approach for getting meals to the home
bound that finds room for worthy national 
purposes, effective local enterprise, and a 
productive partnership between them. 
Surely this falls within the range of human 
ingenuity. 

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, in this 
article Dr. Michael Balzano describes 
a relationship between community serv
ice programs and the Federal regula
tive bureaucracy: A relationship that 
poses a serious threat to the community 
structure of our Nation. 

Focusing on the Administration on 
Aging's treatment of private, nonprofit, 
voluntary Meals-on-Wheels programs, 
Dr. Balzano has uncovered some shock
ing policies. 

The Administration on Aging has in
terpreted the Older Americans Act to 
require that any program receiving Fed
eral funds · for the delivery of meals to 
shut-ins, Meals-on-Wheels, must also 
operate a congregate feeding program. 
This effectively forces any small com
munity operated Meals-on-Wheels pro
grams to radically change their program, 
or simply shut down. 

It is clear that congressional intent 
has consistently been in favor of helping 
these small community programs. In 
numerous attempts to improve the nu
tritional welfare of the Nation's elderly, 
agreements have been reached to work 
with the existing programs, so that the 
necessary services might be provided in 
the most efficient manner. 

But honorable intentions somehow 
only continue to fuel the regulatory 
nightmare. It has been over a year since 
the Older Amercians Act required the 
Administration on Aging to submit reg
ulations for congressional approval for 
the distribution of funds. At this time 
there are still no legal guidelines in ac
tion. The unofficial procedures now in 
use may well put every community based 
meals-on-wheels program into a grave, 
in spite of all congressional intent. 

When the dust clears we may be left 
with massive elderly feeding programs 
that serve only the elderly in large urban 
areas. 

In Benton Harbor, Mich., for example, 
a 4-year-old community based meals
on-wheels program woke up one morning 
to find a duplicate, federally sponsored 
program had moved in down the block. 
Within 3 months the independent pro
gram, which had been operating at no 
governmental expense, was serving half 
as many meals as it had before its un
needed neighbor moved in. It quickly 
became impossible for the community 
program to maintain its personnel, its 
telephone and office space, and virtually 
all of its overhead expenses. 

In the same vein, the attempts to form 
massive feeding programs, whether 
needed or not, have proven particularly 
dangerous in a rural setting. By issuing 
rules and regulations to support pro
grams for areas with large populations 
only, the Administration on Aging has 
categorically denied even minimal sub
sidies to areas that are sparsely popu
lated. My constituents in Iowa have been 
penalized across the board because of a 
lack of concern for a rural environment. 
For example, Lanesboro, Iowa, recently 
had their Federal subsidy for meals can
celed because they were only serving one 
meal a week. 

Mr. President, why did we stop en
couraging the community to take care 
of its own? The Administration on Ag
ing has illustrated to the citizens of 
Benton Harbor, and of many other 
communities nationwide, that commu
nity concern is ultimately of no use. As 
the Federal bureaucracy continues to 
preempt the community-based pro
grams, residents will learn to avoid com
munity involvement; the caring com
munity will soon disappear. 

I am forced to ask why? Who can pos
sibly benefit from this misguided Gov
ernment philosophy? Is it possible that 
our massive regulatory bureaucracy in
tends to regulate the senior citizens in 
our rural areas to that of second-class 
citizens? 

It would be helpful if I could point my 
finger at a responsible culprit and de
mand immediate reform. But the nature 
of our bureaucracy is such that no one 
seems guilty. These regulatory fiascos 
seems to create themselves. 

Mr. President, we must work immedi
ately to insist that the Administration 
on Aging follow the wishes of Congress. 
I respectfully ask the Special Commit
tee on Aging, the Subcommittee on Ag
ing, of the Labor and Human Resources 
Committee, and representatives of the 
Administration get together to guaran
tee the continued existence of the com-
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munity programs that have operated 
efficiently and meaningfully. The U.S. 
Senate must look very carefully at what 
the Administration on Aging does to 
preserve these private, nonprofit, vol
untary programs, with the realization 
that concrete actions must be taken in 
this body, if progress is not evident. 

Finally, Mr. President, I make a plea 
for the integrity of the community itself. 
These community-based programs, such 
as Meals-on-Wheels, are the lifeline of 
any community: these are the programs 
that bind individual lives into caring 
communities of life. Congress must be 
willing to assert its power in helping 
the community to help itself. 

FEDERAL MEAT INSPECTION 
Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, S. 531, a 

bill to amend the Federal Meat Inspec
tion Act, permits the sale of State-in
spected meat products to federally in
spected plants. Currently restricted in
terstate movement discriminates against 
State-inspected plants and narrows the 
market for smaller producers. Senator 
BENTSEN's bill is clearly an attempt to 
provide equitable treatment to our Na
tion's small meat producers. I applaud 
my distinguished colleagues for introduc
ing this bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that my name be added as a co
sponsor. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, high 
standards of meat inspection are abso
lutely essential to insure that Americans 
are provided clean, healthy meat. I wish 
to express my complete support and en
dorsement of both Federal and State 
meat inspection systems. And I should 
add that my support of S. 531 is the re
sult of careful examination and research 
convincing me that high standards of 
meat inspection will be continued. 

In 1967 . the Congress passed the 
Wholesome Meat Act, establishing a re
lationship between State and Federal 
meat inspection systems. Under this act, 
State-inspected meat products cannot be 
sold across State lines to federally in
spected establishments; a plant wanting 
to sell to another State, must apply for 
Federal inspection. The costs of applying 
for Federal inspection may not pose a 
problem to newer, large-line plants, but 
for small, family-owned plants the costs 
of complying are often prohibitive. 

A spokesman for the U.S. Department 
of Agriculture testified in a recent hear
ing that costs of complying with Federal 
facility requirements are "neither un
reasonably costly nor burdensome." His 
testimony implies that the USDA is 
aware of the costs, but they are dis
missed as being "not unreasonable." Such 
rhetoric evades the real problem facing 
small producers in America: excessive 
costs of complying with excessive regula
tions. 

The Meat Inspection Act of 1967 also 
requires the Federal Government to 
"designate" States that cannot afford, 
or choose against, maintaining their own 

inspection systems. So far, 18 States have 
been "designated." 

The 32 States that do maintain their 
own inspection systems serve 5,083 
plants. These States must develop and 
enforce requirements at least "equal-to" 
those of Federal meat inspection. And 
the law guarantees that precautions are 
taken to insure that sanitary meats are 
provided by these State facilities. 

In Iowa, we have 50 State-employed 
inspectors providing fine service to as 
many as 445 plants. These inspectors are 
educated in Federal training schools 
monitored by the USDA. The only major 
difference between State and Federal in
spectors is their salaries; Federal inspec
tors are paid a salary of about $6,000 
more than State inspectors. 

Since State inspection is monitored by 
the USDA, and since all State meat proc
essing plants operate under "equal-to" 
requirements, they should be allowed 
"equal-to" trade. 

Our Government must recognize that 
small businesses are still the keystone of 
our market society. Small businesses 
contribute clean, healthy meat to Amer
ican consumers. Small businesses deserve 
the right to interstate commerce and in
creased productivity provided by s. 531. 
Passage of S. 531 would offer consumers 
a greater variety of sanitary meat prod
ucts, and ultimately, better prices in the 
marketplace from over 5,000 State-in
spected plants. 

Mr. President, I join consumers desir
ing efficient inspection of meat products. 
I support the USDA in its inspection of 
large plants that can afford to comply 
with facility requirements. But I remind 
my colleagues that we are not living in 
1900. The appalling conditions of U.S. 
packinghouses exposed by Upton Sin
clair's book, "The Jungle," are no longer 
with us. This is a new day-a new era. 
Today, a new book, called "The Jungle" 
would depict Government regulation ar{d 
redtape strangling farmers and agri
business. The pendulum has swung be
yond the parameter of commonsense. 

In closing, I want to commend the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture for its 
efforts to guarantee the production of 
quality meats. To maintain our posture 
as exporters and consumers of sanitary 
meats, we must keep a high standard of 
i~pection. And in doing so, we must give 

. fair treatment to our small, State-in
spected meat producers. That is the pur
pose of S. 531. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, I yield the 
remainder of my time, whatever it may 
be, to the distinguished Senator from 
Vermont (Mr. STAFFORD). 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished Senator from 
Iowa <Mr. JEPSEN) very much for yield
ing to me. 

Mr. President, how much time remains 
to the Senator from Iowa? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Nine minutes remain. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I thank the Chair. 

INTERNATIONAL PARLIAMENTARY 
UNION 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, I am 
taking this time this morning to again 
bring to the attention of my colleagues 
in the Senate the next meeting of the 
International Parliamentary Union 
which will occur in Oslo, Norway, during 
the Easter recess of the Senate next 
spring. 

The meeting will actually occur be
tween April 7 and April 12, 1980. 

Mr. President, I have taken this time 
to talk a minute this morning after con
sultation with my fellow vice president 
in the American delegation to IPU the 
distinguished Senator from New J~rsey 
(Mr. WILLIAMS). 

I would like to point out at the outset 
that the last meeting of the International 
Parliamentary Union occurred in Cara
cas, Venezuela, in September. There were 
82 nations represented by delegations at 
that meeting. Many of the delegations 
were much larger and more fully pre
pared, frankly, than was the delegation 
from the United States. 

Eighty-eight nations now belong to 
the International Parliamentary Union. 
Many of my colleagues, many people 
who listen this morning, or read the 
RECORD, may inquire as to what the In
ternational Parliamentary Union is. 

It is an organization of parliamen
tarians, now from 88 nations, which 
meets twice a year. It is a very old orga
nization. It was founded in 1889. 

So this is the 90th year of the existence 
of the International Parliamentary Un
ion. 

The United States has belonged to the 
Union for a great many years. Twice in 
this century, the United States has served 
as the host for a meeting of the parlia
mentarians from the nations which be
long to the International Parliamentary 
Union. 

I particularly want to emphasize the 
meeting this coming spring, because 
Members who are interested in going as 
part of the U.S. delegation will not miss 
any votes in the Senate. 

Any Members who might be interested 
in attending should contact either the 
majority leader or the minority leader, 
as appropriate, to indicate their interest. 

I also invite the attention of my col
leagues to the fact that in the RECORD 
for yesterday, November 8, beginning on 
page 31536 and continuing through the 
next pages, there are statements by Mr. 
PREYER, the president of the U.S. dele
gation to the International Parliamen
tary Union; Mr. DERWIN SKI, Mr. BUTLER, 
Mr. MCCLORY, and Mr. PICKLE concern
ing the work of the U.S. delegation at the 
meeting in Caracas. There also is some 
general discussion of the purposes of In
ternational Parliamentary Union. 

The Union really is designed to bring 
together parliamentarians of the world. 
While the United Nations brings diplo
mats of the world together, the parlia
mentarians of the world are the ones 
who must enact legislation, if any legis
lation is to result from meetings of these 
international bodies. 

Mr. President, at the spring meeting in 
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Oslo, Norway, April 7-12, which will be 
interesting, the study committees of In
ternational Parliamentary Union will be 
dealing with the following subjects: 

Committee on Political Questions, Inter
national Security, and Disarmament: 

The strengthening of the process of de
tente: the urgent need, need to arrive at in
ternational agreements in the field of arms 
control and disarmament and in particular 
the comprehensive strengthening of the NPI' 
regime; 

Committee on Parliamentary, Judicial, and 
Human Rights Questions: 

The problem of refugees: its legal and 
humanitarian aspects; 

Economic and Social Committee and Com
mittee on Education, Science, Culture and 
Environment: 

The Third United Nations Development 
Decade: its economic, social, educational, 
scientific, cultural and environmental as
pects; 

Committee on Non-Self-Governing Terri
tories and Ethnic Questions: 

Progress toward the a~hievement of de
colonization including the full implementa
tion of the right to self-determination. 

Mr. President, any Members who are 
interested in joining in the work of In
ternational Parliamentary Union will ·be 
welcomed by the Senator from New Jer
sey <Mr. WILLIAMS) and the Senator 
from Vermont. We would be glad to make 
available any further information Mem
bers might desire concerning the work 
of International Parliamentary Union. 

DANGEROUS EFFECTS OF PBB 
Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, as 

many Members know, the Subcommittees 
on Environmental Pollution and Re
source Protection are in the process of 
marking up S. 1480, a bill which would 
create a liability and compensation 
scheme for releases of hazardous and 
toxic substances in the environment. 

One of the most widely publicized and 
serious releases of toxic substances was 
that of polybrominated biphenyls in 
the State of Michigan in 1973. Although 
several years have elapsed since then, it 
is still not clear exactly how the PBB's 
were released .. All we know is that some
how the chemical became mixed with the 
feed for dairy cattle and thereby was 
distributed throughout the State. One 
study showed that 90 percent or more of 
the residents of Michigan carried body 
burdens of polybrominated biphenyls in 
their blood. 

At the recent meeting of the Ameri
can Public Health Association in New 
York City, several scientists submitted 
papers describing the effects of PBB on 
laboratory animals. Their work indicated 
that extremely low dosage levels of PBB's 
caused hyperactivity and a decrease in 
the animals' ability to discriminate in the 
performance of certain tasks. Other 
papers indicate that low doses of PBB's 
caused up to a 160-percent increase in 
liver damage and a more than 600 per
cent increase in liver enzyme production. 
These were accompanied by an apparent 
permanent decrease in the production of 
thyroxin, a hormone produced by the 
thyroid gland. 

While it is certainly not clear that 
humans carrying PBB would necessarily 

respond in the same way as laboratory 
animals, these studies do raise some seri
ous questions concerning the long-term 
health of large numbers of people ex
posed to low levels of chemical poisons. 

Recently the September issue of 
Reader's Digest contained an article 
describing the PBB incident in Michi
gan, focusing on some of those long-term 
implications. I think some Members may 
be interested in that story, and I ask 
unanimous consent to have it printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE POISONING OF MICHIGAN 

(By Ted J. Rakstis) 
The trouble began quietly in the small 

central Michigan town of St. Louis (popula
tion 4200) , home of the Michigan Chemical 
Corp. In October 1971, Michigan Chemical 
began to manufacture Firemaster BP-6, a 
fire retardant made of highly toxic chemicals 
called polybrominated biphenyls (PBBs). 
Although Michigan Chemical's own safety 
department recommended that workers han
dling Firemaster wear respirators, rubber 
gloves, chemical safety goggles and sanitary 
clothing, nobody enforced the rules. Baggers 
handled it freely, inhaled its dust, took work 
clothes home to dump in the family laundry. 

By early 1972, many of them were 'feeling 
sick. Packager Charles Gross had memory 
lapses and shooting pains in his neck, back 
and shoulders . And he was sleeping exces
sively-12 or more hours a night. 

Then, in 1973, Michigan Chemical intro
duced a new product called Nutrimaster, a 
cattle-feed additive made of magnesium 
oxide. The biggest buyer was Farm Bureau 
Services, Inc. (FBS), a farmers' cooperative 
affiliated with the Michigan Farm Bureau. 

Michigan Chemical packaged Firemaster 
in brown bags bordered and printed in red, 
and Nutrimaster in similar bags printed in 
blue. Large piles of 50-pound bags of each 
were stored in the same warehouse. Later in 
1973, a paper shortage caused the company 
to package both chemicals in brown bags 
identical except for the names (which were 
stenciled in black). Sometime between May 
and July, a forklift-truck operator loading 
a shipment of Nutrimaster picked up the 
wrong pile. Roughly 40 bags of Firemaster
about a ton-went out to the FBS central 
mixing mm in Battle Creek. 

At the mill, Charles Szeluga, a feed mixer, 
noticed the different name. He says he was 
told that Firemaster was just a new trade 
name for Nutrimaster, and so he went ahead 
and mixed it. And soon FBS trucks began to 
carry the poison to feed m1lls and grain ele
vators across the state. 

ELEPHANT HIDES 

George LeMunyon is a 69-year-old bache
lor who raised his young partner, Bernard 
Drent, as hls own son. He lives with Bernard 
and his family in Cedar Springs, north of 
Grand Rapids, on a 450-a.cre farm. In the 
summer of 1973, LeMunyon's 150 milking 
cows stopped eating. Their hair fell out, sores 
developed on their bodies, their hoofs be
came grotesquely elongated, like wooden 
shoes. 

Around the same time, in Missaukee 
County 100 miles north, Bob Geering's 40 
milking cows developed ugly abscesses on 
their hocks, and their feet began to rot. New
born calves had eye infections and battered 
their heads blindly on the barn walls. 

Near Battle Creek, Rick Halbert and his 
father and brother ran one of the state's 
most profitable dairy farms. The family bad 
800 head of cattle, including 400 milking 
cows. But in September of that year the cows 

refused to eat, and milk output dropped by 
half. Halbert suspected his feed (which was 
enriched with what he thought was Nutri
master). 

Then Halbert's cows began aborting and 
dying when they tried to give birth. And 
when he fed the "Nutrimaster" mixture ex
perimentally to some calves, they lost their 
hair and their skin began to look like ele
phant hide. When one calf died, Halbert took 
it to the diagnostic lab at Michigan State 
University. Vets cut it open and found a 
large ulcer, inflamed kidneys and almost no 
body fat. Their report stated that the prob
lem was malnutrition. 

Halbert then persuaded the Geagley Labor
atory of the Michigan Department of Agri
culture (MDA) to test the feed. It was given 
to six mice for ten days. All died. When Hal
bert reported this to the FBS staff, their re
sponse was to continue testing. 

The breakthrough came in mid-April 1974, 
when Halbert sent feed samples to Dr. 
George Fries .at the U.S. Department of Ag
riculture laboratory in Beltsville, Md. "This 
looks like something I've run a test on be
fore-a fire retardant," Fries reported. 'The 
trade name is Firemaster BP-6. I got a sam
ple from Michigan Chemical Corp. in St. 
Louis." 

All this time-for at least nine months-
FBS feed was being used across the state. 
PBB would eventually be found in feed or 
residues at 100 mills and elevators. Nobody 
knows how many of Michigan's 9,000 dairy 
farms got the contaminated feed. 

NOBODY KNEW 

When it was proved that PBB had con
taminated its grain, FBS announced a recall, 
and MDA began to quarantine dairy !herds. 
More than 550 farmers were told they could 
not move their animals off the farms or sell 
their products. Many faced bankruptcy. 

Yet even at this point nobody really knew 
how poisonous PBB was. The U.S. Food and 
Drug Administration (FDA) set "safe" guide
lines at 1000 parts per billion (p .p.b.) in ani
mal or milk fat, an arbitrary limit because 
PBB never had been in the food chain before. 
MDA tests of Halbert's milk showed 40,000 
p .p .b ., and his cows had between 500,000 and 
one million p .p.b. in their fat. 

Farmers who had watched their livestock 
die, now began to get sick themselves. Rick 
Halbert and lhis wife, Sandy, suffered from 
stress, and she developed an ulcer. George 
LeMunyon had severe headaches, and sores 
covered his groin. Bernard Drent lost all feel
ing in his right arm; in a barn accident, he 
sliced off two fingertips and felt nothing. Bob 
Geering's failing memory ma.de farm work 
impossible. He would try to plow a field and 
suddenly stop, unable to understand what 
he was doing. Geering's wife, June, also had 
dizzy spells and memory loss. And their 
daughter, Amy, became so fatigued that she 
went to bed immediately after school. 

In November, as these stories spread, the 
FDA lowered the PBB tolerance level from 
1000 p.p.b. to 300 p.p.b. for meat and milk. 
'Ilhis became the state's official quarantine 
guideline, and financial settlements from 
Michigan Chemical and FBS generally fol
lowed that guideline. At the outset, only 
farmers under quarantine were eligible for 
a settlement. But many of them, offered what 
they believed to be only ten cents on the dol
lar, refused to settle and awaited court ac
tion. 

NATIONAL SPOTLIGHT 

In the fall of 1974, Michigan Chemical 
agreed to halt production of Firemaster. But 
the problem was far from over. PBB residuals 
in FBS mixing bins brought more contamina
tion to :farms. The quarantine total mounted, 
and some farmers not yet quarantined sent 
their cattle to be slaughtered. An unknown 
amount of meat went into the human :food 
chain, primarily as !hamburger, while the by-
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of much of the stream channelization 
that occ1:1rs across the Nation, I intend to 
do all that I can to assure that my 
amendment will be included in any 
ev~ntual conference report on this legis
lation. 

products---mainly bones and entrails-were 
recycled as livestock feed. This spread the 
poison to farms and consumers not previously 
exposed to PBB. 

At the University of Michigan, Dr. Thomas 
Corbett fed PBB to mice and found that they 
developed liver damage and birth defects. 
Alarmed over long-range health conse
quences, Corbett called Dr. Irving J. Selikoff, 
noted environmental-contamination expert 
at Mount Sinai School of Medicine in New 
York, and urged him to come to Michigan to 
study the state's human population. 

Selikoff agreed, if state omcials would ex
tend a formal invitation. But Gov. William 
Milliken's omce and the MDA never issued 
one. And while the state identified certain 
areas, such as Newaygo and Mecosta counties 
as PBB "hot spots," it said that some othe; 
parts of the state had no poisoning at all. 
From the outset, the MDA sided with FBS, 
arguing that the farmers' problems were 
caused by bad management rather than PBB. 

In Lake County, on a farm ruled not high 
enough In PBB levels for quarantine, Al and 
Hilda Green watched t heir world crumble. 
Most of their cattle were dead or dying. Al's 
body was covered with red welts, and his 
arms resembled elephant hide. The Greens 
could still legally sell their milk and beef, 
but Al said, "I wasn't going to poison other 
people." They asked permission to have their 
cows taken to Kalkaska, where a site for 
slaughtering and burying contaminated ani
mals had been established. But since their 
cows were not quarantined, permission was 
refused. 

So, on November 10, 1975, the Greens and 
a dozen neighbors met at ten o'clock near a 
15-foot pit bulldozed the day before. Each 
neighbor carried a rifle. They herded the 
Greens' 112 remaining cows near the pit and 
shot them. Another American farm story was 
over. 

But the Greens would be heard from again. 
Led by state Rep. Donald Albosta, a Special 
House Committee in March 1976 held hear
ings ln Grand Rapids , Sault Ste. Marie and 
Cadillac. Mrs. Green testified, as did many 
others. The Albosta hearings brought the dis
aster into the national spotlight. On March 
22, a caravan of farm trucks loaded with 
dead cows, sheep and calves headed for the 
capitol in Lansing. One truck bore a comn 
and the farmers carried signs-"Don't Let th~ 
State Poison you." They demonstrated in 
front of the capitol , and TV cameras told the 
country of their plight. 

A statewide lobbying group, called the PBB 
Action Committee, was formed, and Hilda 
Green was named president. Across the state 
bumper strickers bore t he legend: "PBB~ 
Cattlegate: Bigger Than Watergate." Public 
concern intensified when a state study 
showed that 96 percent of all nursing 
mothers tested had traces of PBB in their 
milk. 

FAUSTIAN BARGAIN 

In the fall of 1976, Bobby D. Crim, speaker 
of the Michigan house, learned of Irving 
Sellkoff's offer to come to the state-a year 
and a half after he had volunteered. Crim 
invited Sellkoff, and the Mount Slnal scien
tist put together a team of 50 physicians and 
technicians to begin the largest clinical field 
study of its kind ever conducted in the 
United States. After examinations of 1029 
farmers, Michigan Chemical workers and 
consumers of food from contaminated farms 
a preliminary report in January 1977 showed 
that 37 percent of the people tested had 
significant complaints, including liver abnor
malities and neurological defects such u.s 
memory loss, extreme fatigue, lack of coordi
nation and numbness. 

In February 1977, Canada, Michigan's 
largest out-of-state beef market, announced 
that no meat with detectable PBB would be 
permitted to cross its border. For all practical 

purposes, Canada was closed to Michiaan 
bee~ 

0 

All these events finally prompted the state 
legislature in July 1977 to lower the PBB 
tolerance level to 20 p.p.b. in meat. Tests for 
PBB levels were begun on animals from 
every farm in Michigan, and farmers were 
paid for animals that had to be destroyed. 
The loss eventually totaled more than 30,000 
cattle, 5,000 swine and sheep, 1.5 million 
chickens and many tons of dairy products. 
The state also filed a $119.2-milllon lawsuit 
against Michigan Farm Bureau, FBS, Michi
gan Chemical (now Velslcol Chemical corp.) 
and Velsicol's parent company, Northwest 
Industries, Inc., and two subsidiaries. Velslcol 
later was indicated by a federal grand jury 
on charges of concealing material facts and 
conspiring to defraud the federal 
government. 

In October of that year, following a 16-
month trial, a circuit-court judge in Cadillac 
ruled against Roy and Marilyn Tacoma, dairy 
farmers who contended that their herd was 
ruined even though their cattle showed lower 
levels of PBB than those om many farmers 
who received large settlements. With little 
hope of help from the courts, most of the 
remaining claims were settled. The settle
ment total has reached more than $40 mil
lion spread among some 650 claims. 

But even as claims were paid, Michigan 
farmers faced a new crisis. In the summer 
of 1978, recontamination had showed up on 
farms that had been heavy users of Nutri~ 
master, PBB, which may be buried as low 
as eight inches by plowing, had been spread 
primarily by manure used as fertilizer. The 
poison is now permanently embedded in 
barn-feed lots, machinery, barn walls. No 
amount of cleaning will remove all of it. 

Thus "Cattlegate" has become the greatest 
man-made ecological tragedy in U.S. history. 
Although PBB is no longer manufactured by 
any American company, and Michigan's meat 
and dairy products are now considered safe 
to consume, it may be 20 years or more before 
PBB's long-range effects are known. In tests 
last year at the U.S. Center for Disease Con
trol in Atlanta, rats given PBB developed 
tumors in the liver that could become can
cerous. Monkeys given "safe" levels of PBB 
at the University of Wisconsin showed 
growth retardation. Last March, Selikoff and 
his research team reported that up to 90 per
cent of Michigan's nine milllon people have 
PBB in their body fat, and much of it will 
probably remain there for the person's entire 
lifetime. 

The effects certainly linger for Charles 
Gross. He ls still seriously ill and cannot find 
a job. "When they learn you worked at Mich
igan Chemical, they treat you like a leper," he 
says ruefully. Ron Creighton, another vic
tim, feels useless and bitter. "I just don't 
think you should feel like 90 years old when 
you're only 34," he declares. 

Selikoff feels that we have made "a Faust
ian bargain" with the chemical world. We 
demand the advantage of chemicals-syn
thetic clothes, fl.re-resistant plastics and 
fabrics, preserved foods . "But we are paying 
a price," he declares, "and the bills are now 
coming due." 

STREAM CHANNELIZATION 
Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, when 

the Senate earlier this year considered 
S. 914, the bill to reauthorize the Public 
Works and Economic Development Act, I 
sponsored an allllendment to prevent the 
use of any money in that bill for the 
purposes of stream channelization. That 
amendment was adopted unanimously by 
the Senate. Because of the significance of 
this issue, and the destructive character 

The Jacks~n. Miss., Clarion-Ledger 
recently published an article by Tom 
Barlow discussing the issue and prob
lems . of stream channelization. I ask 
unanrmous consent that the article be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD 
as follows: • 

AGAINST CHANNELIZATION 

(By Tom Barlow) 
For decades federal agencies have been 

ditching and draining, chewing up natural 
streams, with channelization projects. In the 
past 30 years the U.S. Department of Agri
culture in the name of "conservation" has 
helped dig drainage channels for over 50 
~lllon acres of land across the nation. In 
Mississippi 3,800 miles of channelization have 
been completed by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers and Soil Conservation Service 
( SCS) in the name of "watershed protec
tion" over the last three decades, and an
other 3 ,000 miles of such dragUne work to 
drain tens of thousands of acres is ·awaiting 
construction funding. 

The principle rallying the sponsors of these 
projects ls "get those waters off my land." 
Quite simply, draining water rapidly down
stream is "flood control.'' 

But in the wake of the Aprll and May 
backfloodlng of a half million acres on farms 
northeast of Vicksburg, warnings of flood 
overflows of the corps' dams in northern 
Mlsslsslppl and record-breaking flood crests 
on the Tombigbee, it's time to take a hard 
look at what our agencies are doing to us 
with channelization. 

Wildllfe professionals and naturalists have 
attacked channelization projects for years. 
With the destruction of bottomland forests 
and swamps after construction work is done, 
Americans have lost forever rich recreational 
and biological resources. For example, over 
60 percent of the 1.2 mllllon acres of bot
tomland hardwood forests in the Mississippi 
Yazoo Delta remaining in 1970 have now 
been cleared. 

Rep. Tom Bevill, D-Ala., claims that fed
eral flood control projects costing $10 bllllon 
over the past 30 years have resulted in flood 
control benefits to homes and industry locat
ed in flood plain areas valued at $68 bllllon. 

However, because of upstream channeliza
tion, these flood protection benefits become 
potential flood losses. 

Flooding increases because upstream as 
cropping intensifies on the lands bordering 
new channels they lose their water retaining 
capacities and shrug off ralnloads almost as 
soon as they hit. For instance, over 900 miles 
of channel work in six SCS watershed proj
ects in Rep. Jamie Whitten's district at 
the Tombigbee headwaters flushed tremen
dous volumes of water quickly downstream 
to compound floods in Bevlll's district in 
Alabama in April. 

The SCS has over 400 watershed proj
ects across America already authorized and 
many more in the planning stages with over 
8,000 miles of channel modification work to 
be done. 

Although publicized as helping the farm 
community, channelization projects are in 
fact causing serious damage to the farm 
economy. Much of the 50 m1111on acres the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture has helped 
to drain would have remained swamp and 
marsh if generous government flood control 
and drainage assistance had not been pro-
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vided to finance up to 95 percent of project 
dollar costs. 

In effect, as a result of channelization, 
over the past 30 years, a whole new agricul
tural empire has developed in America's 
bottomlands, rationalized by engineers point
ing to development opportunities and crop 
increases to justify this work. 

To be sure there are beneficiaries of these 
projects-the owners of this developed 
acreage. 

But there are many farms (bottomland as 
well as upland farms) that can be hurt eco
nomically as the production from this new 
empire has surged into markets to hold 
down commodity prices. 

Even with price supports, it is logical that 
only occasionally do we see crop prices soar 
to the point where farmers can retire debt 
and save enough to tide them through lean 
years. 

Perhaps it is no ·coincidence that during 
the decades when federally financed chan
nelization and drainage projects increased, 
there has been an alarming decline in the 
number of farms, especially small farms. 
Across our nation four million farms have 
disappeared since 1945. 

Quite simply, more production has meant 
depressed <:<>mmodity prices and currently 
when the costs of farming are skyrocketing, 
profit margins a.re rendered pa.per-thin on 
a.11 but the largest operations. In America's 
current farm economy, soaring debt has be
come the order of the day. But the engineers 
still dig and drain. 

What to do: 
Ha.lt all federal and state agency ditching 

and channelization until the downstream 
flooding impacts can be properly assessed. 

Direct the corps of engineers through its 
permit authorities to survey all watershed 
and river basin ditching work to ensure that 
any drainage that will result in downstream 
flooding is regulated. 

Where downstream flooding is occurring, 
go back upstream and recreate the wetland 
expanses which formerly held back flood 
volumes. In the wake of disastrous floods in 
the Red River Valley, the Minnesota. Legis
lature is preparing to authorize such an 
effort in that state. Increase the capacity 
for detention reservoirs and build new im
poundments upstream of the Delta areas of 
the Yazoo, for instance. 

Turn off the flow of federal water resource 
development projects whic:h a.re piling up 
crop production at a faster rate than demand 
ts increasing, meaning that farms are going 
broke on commodity prices that hardly re
turn the costs of production. 

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR RIEGLE 
Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, I 

again thank the distinguished Senator 
from Iowa for yielding this time to me, 
and I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senator from Michigan is recognized 
fur not to exceed 24 minutes. 

SUPPORT FOR SALT II TREATY 
Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, at the out

set, I pay my personal respects to the 
majority leader, Senator ROBERT C. BYRD. 
He has given important personal leader
ship on the SALT II issue, and I admire 
him for it. He is performing a great serv
ice to the country. 

Mr. President, I rise today to indicate 
my support for the essential ingredients 
of the SALT II treaty. 

After months of study, analysis, and 
personal reflection I have concluded that 

ratification of the treaty as written is a 
safer and stronger course for America 
than the alternatives we would face 
should the treaty be defeated. 

This does not mean that the treaty 
contains all that I would have hoped or 
might have liked. In fact, I am giving 
serious consideration to joining an effort 
that would tie the continued effect of 
SALT II, once ratified, to specific prog
ress on a SALT III agreement that would 
require new and substantial. mutual re
ductions in strategic stockpiles. 

Moreover, while I am prepared to sup
port SALT II without new amendments 
that would require renegotiation, I am 

·not prepared either now or later to com
mit myself to SALT II if it is materially 
enlarged by side agreements and addi
tional strategic commitments demanded 
by other Senators as the price for their 
ratification vote. If SALT TI is altered in 
this fashion, then I will be compelled to 
reevaluate the entire matter and make a 
new judgment at that time. 

It is my sincere hope that the adminis
tration will resist any attempts to add 
new strategic commitments demanded 
by other Senators. Any such arrange
ments will undermine the entire ratifi
cation process--and very likely doom 
SALT II. 

As to the treaty as negotiated and pre
sented to the Senate for ratification, I 
think it serves the strategic interests of 
the United States--and is greatly to be 
preferred over the totally unrestrained, 
dangerous, and wasteful arms race that 
will be triggered if it is defeated. 

My support for SALT II is not based 
on a belief that the Russians are to be 
trusted. On the contrary, I believe that 
experience shows that the Russians are 
not to be trusted-and thus I prefer 
the monitoring safeguards and proce
dures that SALT II provides us as im
portant means of keeping track of Sovjet 
strategic arms activity. 

Let me now address certain issues 
raised by the opponents of SALT II. 

The issue of which side has superior 
nuclear strength is both devoid of rel
evant meaning and misleading. Both 
sides possess now-and in the future 
under SALT II-the capacity for com
plete mutual annihilation under any and 
all scenarios one can imagine. A nu
clear exchange by either side is an act 
.of national suicide. Both sides know 
this. Nuclear superiority in today's 
world is a fool's notion-it is a fiction 
with or without SALT II. 

So SALT II does not guarantee either 
side nuclear survival. It is much more 
limited than that. It does little more 
than slow the arms race, which is a 
necessary step to the later possibility of 
halting and then reversing the nuclear 
buildup. 

But it is clear to me that failure to de
celerate the arms race by mutual agree
ment can only lead to an unrestrained 
acceleration of the arms race. However 
frail the tangible gains of SALT II may 
appear, their greatest value will be meas
ured by the absence of monumental 
new dangers that would quickly appear 
without SALT II. 

Such awful choices necessarily stagger 
a sane mind; the nuclear arms race now 

victimizing the world lost any relevance 
to sanity long ago. How does one make 
sense of a United States and Soviet in
ventory of 14,000 nuclear weapons, which 
in the aggregate represent destructive 
power over a million times greater than 
the bomb that destroyed Hiroshima in 
1945? Anyone who imagines that a single 
additional nuclear weapon produces a 
safer world lives in a fool's paradise. 

On the other hand, unilateral disarma
ment makes no sense either. We are left 
with the slow and halting steps of the 
SALT process as our only rational alter
native. 

SALT II will slow the arms race and 
by so doing will reduce somewhat the 
risk of a nuclear war that can only de
stroy both sides. It is why both countries 
find it in their mutual interests, despite 
deep suspicion and mistrust, to edge 
back from the brink of self-destruction. 

A profoundly important second level 
benefit that accrues if SALT II is rati
fied is that the United States and the 
U.S.S.R will t'hen have a chance to prove 
to themselves and to each other that 
mutual restraint can make both sides 
safer and stronger. This new path of 
mutual self-interest that diminishes the 
risk of mutual destruction and offers 
tangible gains to both sides may lead 
to other avenues of cooperation and 
accommodation that can further benefit 
both nations. 

When "kill or be killed" has become 
"kill and be killed," the time has come 
to stop the blind rush toward the meth
ods and means of killing. That is the 
essence of SALT II, a cautious and lim
ited mutual step away from self de
struction. 

Gen. Douglas MacArthur's words 
echoing over some 25 years are directly 
relevant today. In 1954 General Mac
Arthur said this: 

War has become a Frankenstein to destroy 
both sides. No longer is it the weapon of 
adventure whereby a short cut to interna
tional power and wealth-a place in the 
sun---can be gained. If you lose you are anni
hilated. If you win, you only stand to lose. 
No longer does it possess the chance of the 
winner of duel-it contains rather the germs 
of double suicide. 

While the SALT II issue centers · on 
strategic weapons, I think it is appro
priate to express here my concern about 
what I consider to be the growing inade
quacy of U.S. conventional military ca
pability. The enormous cost of unre
strained strategic weapons development 
can leave the U.S. muscle-bound with 
unusable nuclear arms while we are un
derfinanced and undersupplied with 
more fiexible conventional military 
capability better suited to the kinds of 
regional conflicts that can directly 
jeopardize the strategic interests of the 
United States. 

A capacity for nuclear exchange has 
no practical value when one is faced with 
protecting vital shipping lanes, or faced 
with securing foreign oil fields vital to 
western industrial survival. When dol
lars are scarce, we must maximize the 
effectiveness of our military spending, 
and I think our current area of greatest 
military need is in the area of conven
tional forces. SALT II will reduceU.S. 
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spending for strategic weapons and free 
those resources to modernize and up
grade our conventional forces. That is a 
gain. 

While SALT II is an agreement be
tween the United States and the Soviet 
Union, all other nations have a direct 
and vital interest in this treaty. 

Our Western European allies partic
ularly have an enormous stake in the. 
outcome of the SALT II process. They 
understand this and have so stated pub
licly. Every NATO country is on record 
as supporting SALT II as negotiated. 

At a recent NATO parliamentarians 
meeting in Ottawa, Canada which I and 
other Senators attended, the parliamen
tarians assembled from all the NATO 
countries, after months of analysis and 
open debate, went on record as support
ing SALT II treaty without a single dis
senting vote. 

That was a tremendously important 
expression by our NATO alli~s that they 
view SALT II as serving the vital stra
tegic security interests of the entire West
ern alliance. Their safety and security is 
at stake as is ours, and their unanimous 
recommendation is that we ratify SALT 
II in behalf of the security interests of 
the free world. 

The debate on SALT II has been valu
able in causing a complete reassessment 
of U.S. strategic military posture. 

And one troubling fact that has come 
to light, and I say this to my colleagues 
who are in the Chamber, one very 
troubling fact that has come to light re
ftects the glaring inequities in defense 
spending by the leading Western nations. 
While we and our NATO allies agree on 
strategic arms control, we do not agree 
on how the remaining cost burden is to 
be shared. 

Most Americans are stunned when 
they learn that in 1978 the United States 
was spending $517 per capita on defense, 
while West Germany was spending $337, 
France $325, and Japan only $74. These 
are shocking differentials, and it is obvi
ous that new efforts are needed to better 
balance the military cost burden of de
f ending the free world. 

Our inftationary Federal deficits are 
largely caused by the United States bear
ing the lion's share of free world defense 
costs. This must change. 

Nothing more clearly illustrates our 
failure to be prudent in this regard than 
two recent events that illustrate our 
blindness to this problem. Short weeks 
ago this Senate voted to break the budget 
and enlarge the Federal deficit by adding 
a 3-percent increase to our planned mili
tary spending, ostensibly to meet a sol
emn NATO commitment. Within days of 
that action by the U.S. Senate, the West 
German Government quietly indicated 
they were cutting their military spending 
increase in half, to 1%, and even that 
figure appears inftated. Our enthusiasm 
to make an extra effort enabled them to 
reduce their effort. 

Some of those who whoop and holler 
the loudest here on the Senate ftoor 
about meeting NA TO spending targets 
ought to stop playing into the hands of 
our friends who encourage us to spend 
our scarce dollars for their defense, while 

they quietly divert their resources away 
from mutual defense to internal capital 
investment, reindustrialioo.tion, and 
their own national purposes. 

In 1978, the United State spent 5 per
cent of our GNP on defense; Germany, 
by contrast, spent only 3.3 percent; and 
Japan spent less than 1 percent; they 
spent 0.9 of 1 percent. It is no wonder 
that their currencies are stronger than 
ours, that their infiation and interest 
rates are lower than ours, that they are 
better able to modernize their industrial 
base, sell their surplus production here 
in the U.S. market and export American 
jobs to their countries. It is time that 
we woke up to these realities and stop 
living in a dream world of military 
sloganeering and hurrah. Unless we face 
these hard realities and adjust our poli
cies accordingly, we will continue to 
drain vital strength from the United 
States that can only make us weaker 
and more vulnerable in the future. 

Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. RIEGLE. Yes. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I congratulate the distinguished Senator 
from Michigan on his very perceptive 
analysis of the SALT II treaty and of his 
articulate expression of support for the 
treaty. 

I certainly share his concern that with
out the treaty we will be draining moneys 
away from conventional forces and from 
nuclear theater forces. There should not 
be any doubt, that without the treaty 
this country is going to be spending 
more, more, more for strategic systems in 
order to try to keep up with the Soviets, 
the Soviets already having developed the 
momentum and trends to go on and on 
for some years in building clear superior
ity in their central systems. Instead of 
308 biggies, the Soviets can go to 400, 450, 
500, and we will try to keep up undoubt
edly, and as we do this we drain just 
that much money away from conven
tional forces, thus making us unable to 
deal with contingencies that can very 
well erupt here, there, elsewhere quickly, 
and which would necessitate our being 
able to deploy military forces in order 
to protect our national security interests. 

So I say to all Senators who have con
cern for the inadequacies of our conven
tional f orces--and I am not saying we 
have not been doing anything, we do not 
contend that--the SALT treaty hearings 
have convinced me that we need to do 
more to emphasize the conventional side 
of our military structure, and we are not 
going to be able to do that if we have to 
engage in a protracted and intensified 
strategic nuclear arms race, and it will 
be a race, it could be a race. So I com
mend the Senator. He put his finger 
right on an important point. 

As we look at the tense international 
situation around the world, we look at 
the tenuous energy supply lines which 
are vital to our national security, suppose 
something happened here or there? Are 
we ready? Are we conventionally pre
pared to deal with it so that it will not 
escalate into a nuclear exchange? Or is 
that all we have? Are we going to be left 
only with a nuclear exchange to deal 

with those situations which could arise 
imperiling our security interests, and 
with which we could deal if we were con
ventionally prepared? 

We do not want to be left in that situ
ation where a nuclear exchange is the 
only answer. 

So I congratulate the Senator. He has 
made some rather excellent points in his 
statement, and I agree with him that 
there should be a better balance in cost
sharing among our NATO friends. 

But I do not think we should overlook 
the fact that Mrs. Thatcher, that is her 
government, is denying themselves other 
needs in order to meet that 3 percent, 
and that is a commitment on our part. 
President Carter made that commitment. 
It was he who led the way to a NATO 
summit last year, and we made that 
commitment, and I think we should live 
up to it because only by setting the ex
ample can we criticize constructively our 
NATO allies. 

But it is shocking when the Senator 
speaks of Japan, a very, very strong 
ally, very resourceful people, spending 
so little, relatively speaking, for defense. 

I thank the Senator and I congratu
late him. 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, let me 
just say that I appreciate the comments 
of the majority leader. I might say, I 
want to repeat what I said at the begin
ning of my remarks. I want to particu
larly pay my respects to the majority 
leader who, I feel, has given important 
personal leadership to the SALT II is
sue, and has thereby performed a great 
service to the country. 

Let me say, in response to the point 
he has made, that if one goes to West 
Virginia today and we look at the prob
lems facing the coal miners there or 
steelworkers there er we go to my home 
State of Michigan or we go to other 
industrial regions of the United States 
and we see problems with many of our 
people out of work, unable to compete 
with the ftood and the influx of foreign 
products from Japan, West Germany, 
other allied nations, and we dig deeper 
into that matter and take a look at 
these defense spending differentials, 
what we find is that the money we need 
to spend to modernize our industrial 
base is going into free world defense. 

The money from these other nations, 
the scarce capital, is, by and large, going 
into their nations to make them strong
er economically and to put ourselves
while we are still on a friendly basis-in 
a more adverse position. 

So these things are related, and we 
have to understand that relationship, 
because if we are not strong at home 
we are not going to be able to be strong 
abroad. 

That is why this issue, the SALT II 
debate, has performed a service in the 
sense that it is bringing these kinds of 
questions to the surface. 

I think the Senator's point about the 
additional efforts being exercised by the 
new government in Great Britain indi
cates some sign, at least in that one 
place, of a greater effort. But, as the 
Senator has acknowledged, in other na
tions that are much stronger economi-
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cally and much better prepared to make 
a commitment of greater effort, that 
effort has fallen short. 

I might further say, and it is im
portant for us to remember the lessons 
of recent years, that this is my 13th 
year in Congress, and I recall very 
vividly the period of our involvement in 
the Vietnam war. That was a different 
situation but, I think, the principle is 
the same. 

We found in the case of the Vietnam 
war that the more we were prepared to 
do for the South Vietnamese the less 
they were prepared to do for themselves, 
and it became a self-defeating course of 
action. 

We cannot go back now and change 
that history, but in terms of burden
sharing today, allies who are in a 
stronger economic condition than we are. 
whose unemployment rates are lower, 
whose inflation rates are lower, whose 
currency is more valuable than ours, 
whose balance-of-payments situation is 
more favorable than ours, have to begin 
to carry their fair share in terms of free 
world defense, and its relationship to 
the SALT treaty which is direct in re
gard to the notion of who carries the 
bulk of the burden for strategic weapons 
spending. 

That is why I think this treaty, if 
ratified, offers the possibility for the 
United States to be both safer and 
stronger in the future because we need 
our scarce resources for conventional 
military strength, we need them for re
industrialization within the United 
States, and for other purposes. 

VETERANS DAY 
Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, this Sun

day, November 11, is the day our Nation 
has set aside to honor our veterans. A 
brief history of the significance of this 
date, I believe, is appropriate. In 1921, an 
American soldier-his name "known but 
to God"-was buried on a Virginia hill
side overlooking the Potomac River. The 
Arlington National Cemetery burial site 
of this unknown World War I soldier be
came the personification of dignity and 
reverence for America's veterans. Similar 
ceremonies occurred earlier in England 
and France, where an "unknown soldier" 
was buried in each nation's highest place 
of honor. These memorial gestures all 
took place on November 11, giving uni
versal recognition to the celebrated end
ing of World War I hostilities at 11 a.m., 
November 11, 1918-the 11th hour of the 
11th day of the 11th month. 

Originally known as "Armistice Day," 
this day of observance became a na
tional holiday by congressional resolu
tion in 1938. The idealistic hope that 
World War I was "the war to end all 
wars" was shattered the day World War 
II broke out in Europe. In answer to the 
dilemma of how to pay tribute to those 
who had served in that war, the name 
"Armistice Day" was changed to "Vet
erans Day" in 1954. Additional signif
icance was added to Veterans Day in 
1958, when two more unidentified Amer
ican war dead were brought to Arlington 
Cemetery from overseas and interred be-

side the World War I soldier. One had 
been killed in World War II, the other in 
Korea. A law passed in 1973 provides for 
the future interment of an unknown 
American who lost his life in Southeast 
Asia during the Vietnam era if uniden
tified remains are discovered. 

In keeping with our national tradi
tion of honoring those brave men and 
women who have served their country, 
I am happy to announce my cosponsor
ship of several measures designed to pay 
tribute to our veterans who served dur
ing the hostilities in Southeast Asia. The 
first is a joint resolution to set aside a 
2-acre section of Constitution Gardens 
in Washington, D.C. for a Vietnam 
memorial. Mr. Jan C. Scruggs, a veteran 
of the Vietnam war and now president 
of a memorial fund to raise the private 
donations for this monument, deserves 
much credit for his efforts to end "the 
sharp division in our generation" 
created by an unpopular war. This new 
legislation will enable Mr. Scruggs' fund 
to finance the building of a memorial on 
t'he Mall inscribed with the names of 
the 57,414 Americans who died in Viet
nam. I share the view of my colleague, 
Senator MAC MATHIAS, that the me
morial is a long overdue acknowledge
ment by the American people of the 
sacrifice and service of Vietnam veterans. 

In addition to this type of recognition, 
I also believe that real, concrete steps 
need to be taken, to assist our Vietnam 
veterans in solving a number of continu
ing problems which have been ignored 
far too long. Therefore, I am also join
ing my colleagues, Senators HEINZ, 
JAVITS, MOYNIHAN, and PRESSLER in co
sponsoring the Vietnam Veterans Act, 
which will provide a program of career 
development, advancement, and train
ing; outreach and supportive services; 
increased funding and improved pro
grams for health and psychological care; 
improved education assistance; and 
other provisions designed to help these 
veterans overcome significant readjust
ment problems. 

A law passed in 1968 had changed the 
national commemoration of Veterans 
Day to the fourth Monday in October, but 
it soon became apparent that November 
11 was a matter of historic and patriotic 
significance too great to be ignored. I 
was pleased when the Congress enacted 
legislation in 1978 returning the ob
servance of this very special day to its 
traditional date. All of us in this coun
try owe much to our veterans, and it is 
with humility and great admiration 
that I extend my personal gratitude and 
tribute to them on this Veterans Day. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
APPROPRIATIONS, 1980 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Under the previous order, the Sen
ate will now resume consideration of the 
pending business <H.R. 5359), which the 
clerk will state. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 5359) making appropriations 

for the Department of Defense for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1980, and for other 
purposes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Debate on this bill is limited to 4 
hours, to be equally divided between and 
controlled by the Senator from Missis
sippi <Mr. STENNIS) and the Senator 
from North Dakota <Mr. YouNG), with 
1 hour on any amendment in the first 
degree except a Heflin amendment on 
helicopter training, on which there shall 
be 2 hours, a Hatfield amendment on the 
MX missile, on which there shall be 3 
hours, and an Armstrong amendment 
on pay cap, on which there shall be 3 
hours, with 30 minutes on any amend
ment in the second degree, and with 20 
minutes on any debatable motion, ap
peal, or point of order. 

The Senator from Mississippi is recog
nized. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the Sen
ator from North Dakota <Mr. YOUNG) 
and I are ready to proceed as coman
agers of the bill. May we ask, what time 
is there remaining from the 4-hour time 
limitation on the bill? I believe that all 
of that time is still available; is that 
right? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from Mississippi has 
93 minutes remaining. The Senator from 
North Dakota has 118 minutes. 

Mr. STENNIS. That is what we call 
"on the bill"? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator is correct. 

Mr. STENNIS. All right. 
Mr. President, the Senator from Ore

gon <Mr. HATFIELD) has a sweeping 
amendment here with reference to the 
MX. He has a very substantial argument, 
with strong points, and I appreciate the 
fact that he is ready this morning, and 
also willing to proceed now. He has such 
time as the Chair has already related. 
We have a like amount. 

We are all inclined to get this matter 
before the body and then have the vote 
and turn back any time remaining, but 
we do not know yet what the requests 
are going to be from our colleagues for 
sharing time; so we will just withhold all 
comment on that, except to state our 
willingness to try to reduce the time 
somewhat. 

I thank the Chair for recognizing me. 
I am charged with the time on this side. 
I have conferred with the Senator from 
North Dakota, and I have been speaking 
for him as well on that point. 

If the Senator from Oregon now seeks 
recognition, I yield to him. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 787 

(Purpose: To eliminate funds for the MX 
missile and provide $20 m1llion for re
search and development in connection with 
the shallow underwater mobile Minuteman 
III missile system) 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELl>) 

proposes an unprinted amendment numbered 
787: 

On page 28, line 19, strike out "$4,892;043,-
000," and insert in lieu thereof "$4,242,043,
ooo, of which $20,000,000 shall be used only 
for research, development, testing, and eval-
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uation to determine the feasibility, the cost 
estimate for implementation, and an esti
mate of the time period required to attain 
both initial and full-scale deployment o! a 
shallow underwater Minuteman III missile 
system;". 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, 
basically this amendment proposes to 
stop the MX missile, and to provide us 
with a more logical and practical al
ternative. In my remarks I hope to 
convince my colleagues of the wisdom 
of this action; because, Mr. President, 
the Senate has been asked in the legis
lation before us to approve of a weapons 
system which will be the most expensive, 
most lethal and most intensely com
plicated project in U.S. history. Some 
$670 million is being appropriated in 
this bill for the MX missile and its so
called "racetrack" basing scheme. Brig. 
Gen. Guy Hecker, Jr., Offi.ce of the Spe
cial Assistant for MX Matters, USAF, 
has called MX "man's largest project, 
larger than the Great Wall, larger than 
the Pyramids, larger than the Alaska 
pipeline or the Panama Canal." 

I am here today, Mr. President, to 
challenge the fundamental wisdom of 
the MX project and, just as importantly 
to offer an alternative which some of the 
finest scientific minds in this country 
believe to be far superior to the pro
posed MX scheme. The option is to put 
all or a portion of the present Minute
man III missile aboard a shallow under
water mobile system; hereafter ref erred 
to by the acronym "SUM." 

The SUM proposal has been suggested 
by Drs. Richard Garwin and Sidney 
Drell, consultants to both the White 
House and Arms Control and Disarma
ment Agency. Both these highly re
spected scientists testified be.fore the 
House Arms Services Committee earlier 
this year on the SUM alternative. In 
addition, Dr. Drell is a defense analyst 
and deputy director of the Stanford 
Linear Accelerator Center. He headed 
a study on the future of U.S. missile 
policy that was conducted at the Stan
ford Research Institute for the Depart
ment of Defense. 

Dr. Garwin has sat on a task force 
on missile modernization put together 
by the White House Office of Science and 
Technology Policy. Garwin is a long
time defense consultant, former direc
tor of applied research at IBM, and 
professor at the Kennedy School of Gov
ernment at Harvard University. I ask 
unanimous consent at this point that a 
detailed correspondence with Dr. Rich
ard Garwin describing the SUM system 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD 
as follows: 

CORRESPONDENCE BY RICHARD L. GARWIN 
AUGUST 31, 1979. 

Hon. MARK o . HATFIELD 
Russell Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD : This letter re
sponds to the request of 08/30/79 from your 
office for my views on the suitability of Min
uteman for survivable basing on small sub
marines. For the la.st three years I have 
studied extensively the possib11ity for basing 
the next-generation ICBM-the MX-on 
small submersibles and reported favorably 

on that possibility, for instance, in my testi
mony of 02/07 /79 to the House Armed Serv
ices Committee. 

The concept for the water based MX 
(WBMX), also called the Shallow Underwater 
Missile System (SUM) is simple-to carry 
ICBMs horizontally (not vertically as in 
the POSEIDON and TRIDENT submarines) 
in individual, releasable capsules. When the 
submarine wants to fire a missile, it releases 
a capsule which bobs to the surface and fires 
the missile as the missile capsule breaks the 
surface of the water. The concept can be 
used with missiles of size ranging from the 
very smallest, single-RV missile to the larg
est MX such as the 195,000 pound missile 
committed by President Carter to engineer
ing development June 1979. A very interest
ing point is that the same largely-autono
mous encapsulated missile which would be 
optimum for land-basing in so called mobile
modes, is suitable essentially without modi
fication for the SUM system. 

As I pointed out in my testimony, the same 
navigation/guidance system on the missile 
which is to provide good accuracy for the 
MX, can be used to navigate the submarine, 
although submarine navigation accuracy is 
not a requirement, even to fire missiles with 
good impact accuracy and good time on tar
get. Missile accuracy could be maintained by 
equipping the missile guidance system on the 
missile itself with a receiver-computer for 
the NAVSTAR system, which would in fact 
permit accuracies twice as good as those 
projected for the silo-based MX system were 
it not to have this NAVSTAR supplement. 

Furthermore, just as the land-based MX 
could continue to obtain such accuracy even 
in the absence of the NAVSTAR satellites 
(by the employment of the GBS (Ground 
Beacon System), the SUM missiles launched 
within a few hundred miles of U.S. shores 
could use the GBS system in just the same 
way, since the missiles as they boost will be 
able to have the GBS transmitters in sight. 

It should be noted that recognition of the 
desirable aspects of the SUM system for 
invulnerabil1ty of be.sing and low operating 
cost go back to the mid 1960's, to the 
"STRAT-X" study, in which the technical 
preference was clearly toward the use of a. 
"wooden round" or low-maintenance missile 
which would be carried in a horizontal cap
sule outside the pressure hull of the subma
rine. This essentially decouples the problems 
of submarine construction and operation 
from those of missile design, and this point 
is capitalized upon in our SUM proposal. 

As emphasized in my testimony, all of the 
objective requirements stated by Air Force 
Chief of Staff General Lew Allen for the la.nd
based MX are satisfied by the SUM system
it 1s the ideal follow-on ICBM basing system. 
For your convenience, I attach as the first en
closure pp. 29-36 of my testimony of 02/07 /79 
ontheWBMX. 

As for cost, proposals for developing, build
ing, basing, and operating 200 MX missiles on 
land have involved manufacturing costs 
(after development) of the missiles them
selves of about $3 B, while overall system 
costs (including 10 years of operation) 
a.mount to some $25 B to $40 B. The actual 
construction and purchase of the small sub
marines for basing the encapsulated missiles 
is likely to be only 20 % to 30 % as costly as 
the land-basing schemes, and because of the 
low manning requirements (less than the 
security force alone for land-based deploy
ments) the operating costs will be tolerable. 

As regards the schedule, cost, and realiz
ability of the SUM system for MX, my review 
of the situation this year makes me even 
more optimistic. It is important to separate 
the bureaucratic impediments from the tech
nical problems of small-submarine basing of 
ICBMs. I have looked again at the WBMX this 
summer and find that the German Navy op
erates modern military diesel-electric subma-

rines built in the FRO, and o! a size (450 
tons) precisely that envisaged to carry the 
MX. Furthermore, I have looked at the com
munication means and find that a cheaper, 
nearer-term approach would be to use an ex
pendable buoy with just a few hours lite, con
nected by a slack line to the patrolling sub
marine. We should also plan to have a backup 
UHF whip a few inches long on the buoy, to 
receive signals directly from satellites if the 
VLF normal transmission to submarines were 
destroyed. 

For your information, I enclose data on 
the HOW type-600 ocean-going submarine. 
The evidence on operability of submarines 
of this size in a military mode, the avail
ability of a scheme for communications, and 
the decision to develop the large MX missile 
(compatible with water-basing) all lead me 
to believe that the submarine-based option 
for the ICMBs is a. near-term possibility, 
available as soon as the missile itself. 

Thus I believe that the SUM system could 
be ready and with its bugs worked out by the 
time MX missiles could be available in 1985 
or 1986. Furthermore, even the early MX mis
siles could be invulnerably based in the first 
few small submersibles----quite different from 
the vulnerability of a deceptive-basing land 
system, which begins to be survivable only 
when most of the shelters have been de
ployed-which means, obviously, toward the 
end of the deployment period! 

The suitability of Minuteman III for SUM 
deployment, has not received much concrete 
study. The question can, however, be an
swered reasonably well by comparison with 
the studies already done for road-mobile de
ployment of Minuteman III or for the ALPS 
redeployment of Minuteman to a large num
ber of vertical shelters in the Minuteman 
opera.ting area. Both of these deployments 
require that the Minuteman be modified to 
be capable of movement by truck while fully 
assembled and in the horizontal position. 
Both require modification to the guidance 
system to avoid certain limitations of ma
neuver of the missile while it is being trans
ported. The ALPS concept requires that the 
Minuteman be largely free from mainte
nance as does the current silo deployment 
(simply for economic reasons). 

The unique requirement for SUM deploy
ment of Minuteman 1s the waterproof cap
sule, designed to house the missile, provide 
a simple attachment to the submarine, and 
to bob to the surface and fire the missile. 
I am quite sure that this could be developed 
and ready by the time the Minuteman mis
sile could be modified for horizontal trans
port. 

Thus, in view of the substantial investi
gation and discussion of underwater basing 
of MX, my views on near-term underwater 
basing of Minuteman III are as follows: 

1. Feasibility. It 1s undoubtedly feasible 
to util1ze Minuteman III in the SUM mode. 
Essentially the same modifications need be 
ma.de to the Minuteman III missiles as would 
make it road mobile or suitable for ALPS de
ployment. Incorporation into the Minuteman 
III guidance system of a GPS/GBS receiver
computer would provide accuracy twice as 
good as that projected for MX. The require
ment on low maintenance for the SUM de
ployment is considerably simpler to meet 
than the requirement for an ALPS or MPS 
deployment, simply one new-type ICBM, 
there 1s no such limitation on new-type 
SLBMs, as evidenced by our freedom to pro
ceed. with the Trident-II missile even though 
President Carter has committed the MX to 
engineering development. Thus the modifi
cation Of Minuteman III to submarine bas
ing would not impair our freedom to build 
one new-type ICBM such as the MX (or a. 
different ICBM if we decided not to deploy 
the MX). Furthermore, it the MX were to be 
developed for basing on the sniall submersi
bles, as a follow-on to the modified Minute-
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man III, the U.S. could later develop still 
another ICBM, so long as the MX was never 
based on land. 

Finally, it is necessary to rectify two mis
conceptions. First, the submersibles would 
not be stationary on the continenta.l shelf, 
nor would they necessarily be deployed in 
the waters over the continental shelf. Their 
primary areas of deployment would be at 
few hundred foot submarine depth in waters 
exceeding 800 foot depth on or beyond the 
continental slopes within a few hundred 
miles of U.S. shores. Given this large area 
of deployment, it would not add vulnerabil
ity art; all to deploy submarines a.t ·a.n appro
priate density in the Great Lakes or on the 
waters of the continental shelves. Second, 
the communication link to the submarines 
can be made at least as solid as that tto the 
Minuteman silos. Not only do the submarines 
have the benefit of the normal fleet VLF 
broadcas~because our scheme envisages a 
small UHF wire antenna attached to the ex
pendable float, the SUM system can be com
manded by aircraft, satellites, or missiles. 

I do believe that small-submersible basing 
of ICBMs is not only a.n important option 
for the long term but the system which can 
be used soonest in a technically sound man
ner to allay fears of Min UJteman vulner
ab111ty. 

If I can be of further help with papers or 
testimony, please let me know. 

Sincerely yours, 
RICHARD L. GARWIN. 

TESTIMONY BY RICHARD L. GARWIN 

WATER-BASED MX 

In the space and time available, I shall de
scribe the proposed system, evaluate it 
against the criteria which had been applied 
to the MAP system, inquire a.bout the status 
of the WBMX, and make some recommenda
tions for the present. 

Prominent among the strategic offensive 
force candidates in the classic 1967 study of 
U.S. strategic force options was the carriage 
of encapsulated missiles in a horizontal po
sition outside the pressure hull of a subma
rine. Alternatives included the vertical car
riage of missiles inside the pressure hull (as 
is the case with the Poseidon and Trident 
submarines). The demonstrated advances of 
technology since 1967 have made horizontal 
ca.iviage and encapsulated missiles a highly 
desirable approach, which also fits well under 
SALT (a distant consideration in 1967). 

The technologies of importance for the 
WBMX a.re: 

A 6,000-mile-range missile, encapsulated 
and in need of minimal associated support 
equipment. Note that the Trident-I missile 
itself, offloaded to 4 RVs, has a.bout 6,000-
mile range. 

The GPS system, supplemented by inverted 
GPS for missiles fired from the territory of 
the U.S. or near U.S. territory, and 

Encryption and verification procedures to 
constitute a flexible and secure "permissive 
aotion link" (PAL) so that missiles may not 
be fired or nuclear warheads armed except 
by the National Command Authority (NCA). 

Specifically two of the largest missiles con
sidered for the MX application ( 192,000 lb 
ea.ch, 10 RV) in their capsules would weigh 
about 350 tons and could be carried hori
zontally strapped to the side of a 350-ton 
minisubmersible. The United States Navy 
already has an 800-ton submersible, the 
DOLPHIN, and other craft of this size are in 
commercial use. In the WBMX concept, a 
fleet of perhaps 100 such submersibles would 
operate within a few hundred miles of the 
east and west coasts of the United States, lost 
in an area far too large for the Soviet Union 
to barrage effectively, even by devoting the 
entire throw weight of their ICBM force. 

Although capable of operation at depths 
on the order of 600-1,000 ft. the submarines 
would normally patrol at a depth of 200 ft. so 

that they would be less vulnerable to attack 
by nuclear weapons, which for greates•t ca
pability against submarines should be ex
ploded deep in the water. Under normal cir- . 
cumstances, the minisubs would be in con
stant (receive-only) communication with 
the NCA, by very low frequency radio (VLF) 
received by a free-swimming fish directly 
above the submarine and submerged a few 
feet below the water surface. If the ground
based VLF transmitters are destroyed, their 
role is assumed by the T ACAMO aircraft 
which radiate the VLF signal from a long 
wire trailed by the aircraft. Ultimately, many 
other continuous communication and back
up systems are available-among them con
nection to the moving submarine by means 
of a fiber-optic thread which the submarine 
unreels as it cruises, plugging in again every 
few hours to a prearranged junction point. 
The fiber-optic approach would allow the 
submarines to receive continuously not only 
commands as required but also commercial 
TV as desired and provided by the manage
ment. 

Since the submarines need deploy only a 
few hundred miles from many ports within 
the U.S., the high speed required of conven
tional Polaris and Poseidon ships enroute to 
duty station is unnecessary. A patrol speed 
of 5 kt and the small size of the loaded sub
mersible (700 ton versus 8,000 ton for Posei
don and 18,000 ton for Trident) mean that 
the installed propulsion power need be no 
more than 50 kw. In order to have a burst 
speed of 10 kt, a 400 kw power plant could 
be installed. The primary power can be sup
plied either by means of fuel cells or by a 
Stirling engine. The fuel cells using hydro
gen and oxygen would consume a.bout 7 .5 
tons in one month to supply 25 kw on the 
average. Fuel cells which use oxygen and 
hydrocarbons would use about 9 tons of fuel 
in a month at an average output of 25 kw, 
and for a maximum output of some 400 kw 
would weigh a.bout 30 tons. Neither fuel need 
result in bubbles, water and carbon dioxide 
being retained in the fuel tanks. 

A tour of duty of 2 weeks or 4 weeks would 
be perfectly adequate to retain high fraction 
of the time on station, since the patrol area 
is close to the home port. As discussed, the 
crew of the submersible would have no abil
ity to fire the miSsiles and no obligation to 
delay firing of the missiles on receipt of the 
proper encrypted command. 

Thus crew responsib111ty and necessary 
crew training are minimal, as is crew size. 
Although the mission could be done with an 
unmanned submersible, as a baseline I pro
vide three crew per watch for a total of 12 
on boa.rd. 

As for vulnerab111ty and survivab1Uty of 
this system, I h .ave oonsidered threats of 
nuclear barrage, of Soviet aircraft rapidly 
deploying thousands of sonobuoys and at
tempting to detect the submarines and to 
hunt them down, and I find the WBMX 
highly survivable. The nature of surviv
ablllty for the WBMX is substantially dif
ferent than that for the Poseidon or the 
Trident, since the WBMX patrols in regions 
near U.S. shores, where the U.S. has a very 
substantial anti-submarine warfare ASW 
presence under normal conditions--ground
based patrol aircraft, ships, fixed-acoustic 
systems, and the like. Furthermore, it is 
quick and easy for the U.S. to take 'action 
against hostile measures deployed against 
the MBMX fleet. Finally, the small size of 
the submarine and its low normal speed 
(together with its proximity to the U.S.) 
make it feasible to develop and deploy de
coys to counter long-range acoustic detec
tion and tracking. 

In comparison with other contempla·ted 
strategic offensive forces, particularly the 
MAP system described above, the WBMX 
should have comparable 'accuracy if it uses 
IGPS as indicated, or if surviva.b111ty or re
dundancy of the GPS system could be main-

ta.ined. Personnel requirements for these 
vehicles would be about 1200 (and on a 2-
crew basis, 2400) to be compared with the 
4300 personnel contemplated for a MAP 
deployment. Because of the low speed and 
the short tour of duty, nuclear power is 
both unnecessary and undesirable for such 
vehicles. 

Quoting from General Allen's letter to 
Chairman Price: 

"The following is a list of characteristics 
that silo-based ICBMs bring to the Triad 
today: 

"Different pre-attack survival mode than 
aircraft or SLBMs and a different penetra
tion to target mode than aircraft. 

"Independence from &trategic or tactical 
warning for pre-launch survival. 

"Exceptionally reliable command, control, 
communications for positive control. 

"Unique mllltary capablllty as embodied 
in the ICBM's rapid response capability, 
prompt retargeting ablllty, short flight time 
to target, hard target capablllty, high alert 
rate and range. 

"Enduring survivability in an extended 
nuclear conflict. 

"Low domestic profile, but large interna
tional perception. 

"High confidence in nuclear weapon :;afety 
and security. 

"Relatively low opera.ting cost and per
sonnel requirements. 

"Independence from concealment for 
survival. 

"Straightforward SALT verification con
cept." 

I find that the WBMX satisfies these re
quirements, some of them in a fashion pref
erable to that of MAP. Furthermore, the 
WBMX does not possess the characteristic 
common to Minuteman and its MAP replace
ment: 

Subject to being pinned-down and launch 
denied for a period of hours at the option of 
the Soviet Union. 

STATUS OF THE WBMX 

Air Force has begun a preliminary look at 
the specific WBMX system outlined here. 
Navy interest is minimal, in my opinion be
cause of the ongoing Trident program, al
though my judgment ls that if the Trident 
program were presented for decision again as 
it was in 1972, Navy and DoD would choose 
to field a different system. Still, so long as we 
have an ongoing Trident building program, 
WBMX will be regarded by the Navy as a 
potential successor to Trident, and not some
thing which can be accomplished in the near 
term. 

Air Force familiarity with the operation of 
saltwater submersibles is nil, and there ls no 
large constituency in USAF for the develop
ment and opera.tioDt of such vehicles. Never
theless, I believe that the development and 
deployment of an operating fleet of WBMX 
could be very rapid, using the VLF commu
nication system, and that the small size of 
the individual ship would allow the develop
ment and procurement to be done in a fash
ion quite different from that appropriate for 
nuclear-powered ballistic missile launching 
submarines. Thus one could contemplate 
purchasing two operating WBMX ships from 
each of the first two contractors who make a 
plausible proposal at a fixed price, the re
quirements to include operation by contrac
tor personnel (not military personnel) for 
two years after delivery of the vessel. 

The low weight and small size of the 
WBMX vessel should be considered not as a 
result of squeezing all of the capability of a 
TrideDtt submarine (SONAR, electronic de
fenses, inertial navigation systems, and the 
like) so that it will fit in a smaller ship, but 
rather what is left of required space after 
all these functions have been removed from 
the submarine. Thus, the submarine preci
sic. n navigation should be done by the missile 
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navigation system, so that after the subma
rine has fired its missiles (or if the missiles 
are incapable of being fired because they 
require maintenance), the submarine should 
navigate like any other Navy ship, with fre
quent fixes obtained from navigation satel
lites, compass headings, dead reckoning, and 
the like. Under these circumstances (and 
missile development costs a.side), the devel
opment cost of a 350 ton submersible should 
be only a few perceDJt that of a Trident-size 
submersible, and the best way to en.sure that 
the price paid for development is reduced in 
proportion to the cost ls the fixed-price com
petitive procurement of end items from sev
eral suppliers. 

SUBMARINE TYPE 600 
MAIN PARTICULARS 

Length over all, 48,90 m. 
Length b.p., 48,00 m. 
Inner diameter of pressure hull, 4,80 m . 

(parallel part) 
Mean draft, 4,20 m . 
Height over all, 8,80 m . 
Standard displacement, approx. 550 long 

tons. 
Surface displacement, approx. 600 m 3• 

Submerged displacement, approx. 665 m 3• 

Reserve of buoyancy, approx. 10 % . 
Maximum diving depth, 200 m. 
Maximum operating depth, 160 m. 
Maximum submerged speed, 17,0 Kn. 
Maximum snorting speed, 9,0 Kn. 
Maximum surface speed, 11,5 Kn. 
Submerged cruising range (battery dis-

charge 80% ) at 4 Kn submerged speed, ap
prox. 240 NM; at 8 Kn submerged speed, 
approx. 120 NM; at 16 Kn submerged speed, 
approx. 16 NM. 

Total cruising range (snorting speed 6 Kn) 
at 4 Kn submerged speed, approx. 5400 NM; 
at 8 Kn submerged speed, approx. 3200 NM; 
at 16 Kn submerged speed, approx. 1500 NM. 

Provisions for 30 days. 
Complement 16. 

PROVISIONS 
Capacity of fresh water tanks, approx. 

13,0 m 3 • 

Capacity of drinking water tanks, approx. 
3,7m3• 

Capacity of fuel oil tanks, approx. 23,0 t. 
Food provision, 1,8 t . 
Soda lime, 1,9 t. 

PROPULSION PLANT 
Propeller, 1. 

Propulsion motor (sea water temperature 
28°0) approx. 1 x 1320 kW; 1600 PS at 290 
RPM max. 

Diesel output when snorting (air temper
ature 40°0 in front of the suction filter, sea 
water temperature 35°0) , approx. 2 x 405 
kW, at 1500 RPM. 

Batteries, 3 x 120 cells (3 x 32 t ) . 
ARMAMENT 

8 swim-out torpedo tubes for short or long 
torpedoes; torpedoes SUT, MK 37 and NT 37 
(6 long and 4 short or 16 short torpedoes). 

A mine chamber with 24 mines can be 
mounted. 

ACCOMMODATION 
Commanding officer's cabin for 1 person. 
Officer's living quarters for 4 persons. 
Chief petty officer's, petty officers and rat-

ings accommodation for 11 persons. 
Reserve for 3 persons. 
Galley. 
1 lavatory with wash basin and WC. 
1 washroom with shower, wash basin and 

we. 

YORKTOWN HEIGHTS, N.Y., 
October 24, 1979. 

Hon. MARK 0. HATFIELD, 
Russell Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: Following up on 
my letter of August 31, 1979 in response to 

your request for comment on the small-sub
mersible basing option for ICBMs, I want 
simply to estimate the 10-year cost of such 
a system. The system concept is that of my 
earlier letter, with 4 Minuteman III missiles 
in individual capsules (neutrally buoyant) 
carried horizontally alongside a submersible 
of some 300-450 tons. SUch a system would 
also be suitable to carry 2 encapsulated MX 
missiles per submarine. 

I have not seen a recent cost breakdown of 
the proposed "racetrack" deployment Of MX, 
but MX missile development cost must be 
in the range of $6 B, MX missile unit pro
duction cost on the order of $15 per missile, 
and manning costs on the order Of $100,000 
per man-year. 

The comparable in vestment costs for a 
SUM (shallow undersea submersible) basing 
of Minuteman III include some $3 B for de
velopment and modification of Minuteman 
III to a missile capable of encapsulated horl
zonal carriage, $30 M each for the 450-ton 
submersibles, and $100,000 per individual for 
the 15-man crews (2 crews per submarine) . 
To this must be added the cost Of in-port 
fac111ties, which must be carefully selected 
if they are not to contribute excessively to 
the overall system cost. The simple sub
marines, with shallow draft, and the encap
sulated missiles minimize the amount of in
port maintenance required and allow great 
flexibility in basing. For instance, it is not 
necessary to use deep-draft dock space; the 
submersibles can be moored in the waters of 
the harbor. 

The investment cost of the Minuteman-III 
SUM system is dominated by the $5.3 B for 
developing and modifying some 300 missiles 
and building 75 450-ton submersibles. Oper
ating costs are dominated by the perhaps 
$3 M annual b111 for total manpower costs 
(salary, benefits, training, and the like) for 
the 30 men of the two crews assumed for 
each submersible. The cost for investment 
and 10 years of operation of such a system ls 
thus in the neighborhood of $9 B, assuming 
that other cost elements are small. 

A system for preserving 100 MX missiles 
against Soviet attack, assuming that 80% 
of them can be kept at sea, would involve 
125 MX and some 63 450-ton submarines to 
carry them (2 MX per submersible). This 
would be comparable in post-strike capa
bility to the land deployments consl.dered for 
MX, in which some 50 % of the missiles could 
be destroyed by the assumed Soviet force 
which might be allocated to their destruc
tion. From the cost elements previously as
sumed, such a SUM system would involve 
investment costs of some $10 B for missile 
development and procurement, and for man
ufacture of the 63 submersibles. Ten-year 
manning would add some $2 B, for a 10-year 
system cost in the range of $12 B. Of course, 
the MX SUM system could inherit from an 
early Minuteman-III SUM system the sub
marines, training, bases, and the like. 

A system with the same first-strike capa
bility as a 200-MX land deployment would 
involve some 100 submersibles and, according 
to these same planning figures, would have 
a cost, for investment and 10 years of opera
tion, of some $15 B. I believe that it would 
constitute a far less vulnerable system, and 
one of no less capability than has been esti
mated for the best land-based deployment. 

I look forward to the results of more de
tailed study than I have been able to give 
this problem. My judgment on technical 
feasibility and schedule is considerably more 
firm than on 10-year cost, but it is clear 
that the SUM system is far cheaper than 
would be either the racetrack or the vertical
sllo deceptive basing of MX on land. 

Sincerely yours , 
RICHARD L. GARWIN. 

Mr. HATFIELD. It is the belief of these 
scientists that the SUM/ Minuteman m 
alternative will save years of theoretical 

U.S. ICBM vulnerability, save the Amer
ican taxpayer tens of bHlions of dollars, 
pose virtually no environmental, legal 
or verification problems, and do nothing 
to destabilize the nuclear strategic bal
ance. In short, the SUM/Minuteman m 
alternative offers dramatic strategic, 
budgetary and logistical strengths When 
compared to the proposed MX ra<:etrack. 
It is vital that the Senate give considera
tion to the alternative before we become 
hostage to a deeply flawed MX proposal. 
Let me cite these strengths in more de
tail. 

TIME/ U.S. VULNERABILITY 

President Carter has termed the theo
retical vulnerability of our ICBM's to a 
Soviet first-strike attack "our most press
ing strategic problem." But there is a 
very grave danger that the Oarter de
cision, to redress this problem through 
deployment of the new MX in a race
track scheme, might aggravate the prob
lem of vulnerability by locking the 
United States into a decade of compli
cated missile development and land
based mobile deployment that serious 
strategic analysts believe might never be 
fully built. 

Even if the MX scheme is finished 
within the decade cited, an increasingly 
dubious assumption, there is real concern 
that Soviet technological breakthroughs, 
or abandonment of the warhead limits 
under SALT II by 1986, will vitiate the 
entire MX concept. A mountain of en
vironmental and legal action awaits the 
first shovelful of dirt in the Southwest 
desert. The Soviets have already com
plained about the proposed deployment 
scheme of the MX. The Air Force is al
ready talking about the need to place an 
ABM system of untold expense around 
the MX site, an admission of the poten
tially deep inadequacies of the MX 
scheme for meeting in an effective and 
timely fashion supposedly the greatest 
strategic problem we face. 

To be more specific, the Air Force as
sures us that the entire MX project can 
be built and functioning in the middle 
of the desert by September 1989. That 
is a decade from now. The Department 
of Defense estimates that the theoretical 
U.S. ICBM vulnerability to Soviet attack 
will become severe around 1983. There
fore, even the most optimistic Air Force 
assumption assures this Nation of at 
least 6 years of direct ICBM vulnerabil
ity by deployment of the MX. This means 
that during times of international crisis 
in the years ahead, the United States 
will presumably have adopted, as Secre
tary of Defense Brown has indicated, a 
launch on warning strategic stance for 
our ICBM force. I know of no one who 
does not consider this altera.tion of U.S. 
policy an extremely dangerous decision. 
It is therefore in everyone's interest for 
the United States to seek alternatives 
which will dramatically limit this vul
nerability. 

But consider the problem~nviron
mental, legal and construction problems 
will work against even the September 
1989, deadline. Simply to build the MX 
racetrack, the fourth largest city in 
Nevada will have to be created and sus
tained in the middle of the desert. For 
example, the project will require (and 
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these are only the latest tentative fig
ures): 2 million tons of cement; 40 bil
lion gallons of water for construction 
alone; 136 megawatts of power; 430-540 
million cubic yards of earth; 160,000 
tons of reinforcing steel; 48 million tons 
of sand; 140-210 million gallons of 
asphalt; a 64,000 population increase; 
24,000 new housing units; and 23-28 mil
lion gallons of liquid asphalt. 

These figures give the broad outline 
of the largest and most complicated 
project in U.S. history. Given the time 
and cost overruns associated with De
partment of Defense projects that have 
become a near legend over the years, 
and given the environmental and legal 
battles already being formed, do any of 
my colleagues reasonably believe that 
this massive project is going to come in 
at the 1989 deadline? And I will remind 
my colleagues that every year in court, 
every year of construction delay, and 
every year of bureaucratic inertia, are 
years added to the already 6 years of 
guaranteed U.S. ICBM vulnerability un
der the MX project. 

SUM 

By dramatic and direct contrast, the 
deployment of part or all of the Minute
man III missiles in the SUM proposal 
could begin by 1983 and end by 1986. 
There would be no unique or serious con
struction delays a.s would with MX. They 
could be built in almost any major ship
yard. The designs for construction exist, 
Germany ha.s already floated a fleet of 
similar submarines. In fact, construction 
of the submarines would be a tremen
dous boon to a number of U.S. shipyards 
suffering serious economic and unem
ployment problems. 

In addition, the invulnerability of the 
200 MX missiles will only occur during 
the final stages of construction-1988 or 
1989. With Minuteman III deployment at 
sea in SUM, proportionate invulnerabil
ity occurs a.s soon a.s the first submarine 
is launshed in 1983. This is a major at
traction associated with deploying the 
existing missiles rather than waiting 
until 1986 when the MX missiles have 
finally been researched, tested and con
structed. 

The massive environment concerns as
sociated with MX-which might face un
necessary delays-simply do not exist 
with SUM. Moreover, the SUM system 
wou1d be easily verifiable and fall with
out difficulty within the limits of SALT 
II. In short, the complex problems which 
seriously threaten the already decade
long timetable of the MX scheme do not 
exist for SUM. 

Dr. Garwin believes that the 1983-
86 timetable for SUM Minuteman III 
deployment is not just feasible-it is 
practical. At a minimum, therefore, the 
SUM proposal I off er today as an alter
native to the MX could save 3-4 years 
of our theoretical ICBM vulnerability, 
the very problem which the President 
has termed the most dangerous strategic 
problem we face. 

COSTS 
The Air Force assures us that the 

MX racetrack and the 200 missiles to 
be shuttled among them can be built 
for $33 billion. Again ignoring for the 
moment the environmental and con-

struction problems associated with the 
MX project, which may well drive up 
costs, the Congressional Budget Office 
estimated the inflation-adjusted cost at 
about $48 billion. 

But Mr. President, even these un
precedented expenditures for the Ameri
can taxpayer do not begin to reflect 
the ultimate costs involved. 

I a.sk unanimous consent at this point 
in my remarks to have printed in the 
RECORD an article which appeared on 
August 7, 1979, in the Washington Post 
detailing the intent of the Air Force 
to possibly deploy an ABM system 
around the MX site. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Am FORCE SUGGESTS REVIVYNG ABM TO 
PROTECT MX 

(By George C. Wilson) 
Even after a $30 billion outlay to make 

the new MX blockbuster ha.rd to hit by 
hauling it back and forth in tunnels or 
around a race track, it still may need a 
revived anti-ballistic missile to protect it. 

The Air Force acknowledges that possib111ty 
in recently released Senate testimony, term
ing the combination of the MX and ABM 
"a very happy marriage" for offsetting the 
threat of a barrage of Soviet warheads. 

Rep. Les Aspin (D-Wis.), however, says 
that the Air Force testimony raises doubts 
in his mind about the wisdom of the MX 
project. 

"It's time to seriously consider whether 
maintaining a huge, land-based ICBM force 
is really worth it at all," he said in a state
ment issued after reading the Senate testi
mony. Aspin said the prospect of having to 
build the ABM to protect the MX adds "a 
whole new dimension" to the debate. 

Maj. Gen. Kelly Burke told the Senate 
Armed Services Committee at a closed ses
sion in April that the Soviets might decide 
to deploy enough warheads to bombard all 
the shelters to be built for the MX, which 
is stlll under development. 

Under the Air Force scheme, ea.ch MX 
would be shuttled among 25 underground 
shelters so Soviet gunners would not know 
which one to aim at. 

"The Soviets," Burke told the Senate com
mittee, "have to attack all 25 in order to 
destroy" one MX missile. 

"But with the Army's ballistic missile de
fense system in a mobile mode," Burke con
tinued, "we could preferentially defend the 
occupied shelters and ignore the others." 

In other words, the Air Force would make 
the ABM mobile a.long with the MX-pre
sumably by putting some part of the warhead 
defense on its own wheels or tracks. The ABM 
would then concentrate on protecting the 
silo which held the MX missile without giv
ing away the "shell game." 

To be sure of breaking through the ABM 
shield, the Soviets would have to shoot two 
warheads at each of the 25 MX shelters, said 
Burke, who called such a.n effort prohibitively 
expensive. 

Burke is director of operational require
ments in the Air Force's research office. His 
superior, Lt. Gen. Thomas Stafford, deputy 
Air Force chief of staff for research, also 
portrayed the ABM as a potential guardian 
of the M.X which is expected to be deployed 
in 1986. 

Under the strategic arms limitation treaty 
before the Senate, the United States and 
Soviet Union could not arm a single missile 
with more than 10 warheads. However, the 
Pentagon has said that the Soviet 8818 mis
sile already in the inventory has enough lift 
to carry 30 warheads. 

Burke and Stafford see the ABM a.s a de
sirable protection if the Russians deploy 

more than 10 warheads on each missile a.fter 
the SALT II treaty expires in 1985. 

Stafford told the Senate committee that 
shuttling the MX from one shelter to another 
would be enough protection "for a per10d of 
time. 

"But," he added, "if the Soviets should in
crease their number of boosters overtly or 
covertly, or number of re-entry vehicles, a 
ballistic missile defense could help offset 
that." Stafford said he did not know how 
much an ABM for M.X would cost. 

The Army spent $6 billion on the ABM 
from 1968 through 1975 before abandoning 
the idea of stopping a bullet with a bullet. 
Research on .advanced ABMs has continued 
since then. 

The testimony by Burke and Stafford 
comes at a time when some specialists are 
quietly advocating a heavier investment in 
weapons designed to defend the nuclear 
offense. 

<Mr. PRYOR assumed the chair.) 
Mr. HATFIELD. The ABM around the 

MX is not a strategic figment of some 
defense planner's imagination. With the 
MX deployment scheme, the option to 
Soviet breakout after 1985-or tech
nological improvement in accuracy-an 
ABM is the only viable option to the con
stant building of shelters and racetracks 
every time the Soviets add warheads to 
their arsenal. The cost of such an ABM 
system? 

The Army's tentative analysis indi
cates that a minimum of $4-6 billion in 
constant dollars would be required to be 
added to the $33 billion cost of the proj
ect to ABM the MX site. I stress that this 
is, according to the CBO, a very tentative 
figure. It could be far greater. Further
more, the ABM system, no matter what 
the cost, will not be ready until the early 
1990's. With an ABM system, and in in
flation-adjusted terms, MX may cost at 
lea.st $55 billion. This total assumes that 
there will not be a single day of environ
ment delay, and that construction of the 
largest project of its kind in history will 
not meet any unanticipated delays. 

Our experience with such cost over
runs is, however, painful. A recent re
port by the General Accounting Office, 
the Systems Acquisitions Report, showed 
that 55 major Pentagon projects were 
initially estimated to cost $12.5 billion. As 
of September, 1978, the total cost of those 
projects was put at $210 billion. The GAO 
reported that 33 percent of the $85 billion 
increase can be attributed to inflation. 
The other $57 billion is the clear result of 
wa.ste, bad planning and mismanage
ment. This $57 billion cost the average 
American family $1,140. What would be 
the cost overrun of the MX scheme? This 
is, of course, uncertain. A recent study by 
the machinists' union, for example, puts 
the cost of MX at $70 billion. 

On top of all this, we assume that 
the Soviets will be benevolent enough 
to continue the warhead limits under 
SALT II beyond 1985, or that they will 
not acquire the capability of destroying 
the MX shelter with a single warhead, 
rather than the two now needed. The 
first of these eventualities will throw 
the United States into a highly dan
gerous and costly race with the Soviets. 
We will be forced to build a $2 million 
shelter every time the Soviets fraction
ate a _warhead. The second eventuality, 
a Soviet technological breakthrough in 
accuracy or retargeting capability, will 
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totally vitiate the MX concept. By the 
late 1980's, the MX racetrack system may 
well be a $30 to $70 billion dinosaur lying 
useless in the desert, made extinct bY 
the ongoing, complex rush of technology, 
environmental laws, and construction 
delays. 

SUM 

By contrast, the costs of the SUM/ 
Minuteman III alternative are far more 
controllable. The submarines have al
ready been built in West Germany, as 
I have indicated. Cooperation arrange
ments between the Federal Republic of 
Germany and the United States could 
speed building of the SUM fleet and 
minimize costs. A crash building pro
gram could be dispersed to a number of 
shipyards around the country. 

Dr. Garwin estimates that the Minute
man m missiles can be redesigned and 
encapsulated for submarine launch for 
a total cost of $3 billion. Construction 
of the SUM fleet could occur for $6 
billion. A total cost of $9 to $15 billion, 
depending on how large a percentage of 
the Minuteman III force was needed in 
SUM, would, in the opinion of these 
experts, be within conservative fiscal 
projections. 

Most importantly, costs of the SUM/ 
Minuteman III alternative would not be 
held hostage to environmental or legal 
actions, nor would they be forced up
ward through a breakdown of SALT or 
any conceivable near-term breakthrough 
in Soviet technological capabilities. Any 
Soviet threat to the entire SUM fleet 
would require, one, a major Soviet break
through in submarine detection and the 
building of a massive anti-submarine
warfare-ASW-force; and, two, a large
scale offensive incursion of ASW forces 
into U.S. coastal waters-probably it
self an act of war. Most technologists 
agree that neither of these eventualities 
is possible within the foreseeable future. 
This contrasts sharply with the almost 
predictable Soviet technological break
throughs needed to threaten the MX 
force on land. 

Therefore, the SUM/Minuteman III 
alternative could save $15 to $50 billion 
in the next decade when compared to the 
projected costs of the MX. 

COUNTERFORCE 
MX 

Mr. President, I have commissioned a 
Library of Congress study which has con
firmed that the MX missile force will give 
the United States a first-strike counter
force capability against Soviet ICBM 
silos with tremendous residual strategic 
power remaining. 

The combination of increased warhead 
yield, increased numbers of warheads 
and increased accuracy of each warhead 
with the MX will mean that the lethality 
of U.S. ICBM force alone will be in
creased by a minimum of 450 percent. 
Once the MX system is deployed, it will 
pose an immediate threat to the entire 
Soviet land-based force. 

The U.S. first-strike counterforce 
threat with the MX will dwarf the Soviet 
counterforce threat posed by the SS-18, 
SS-19, and SS-17 rockets. Fully 70 per
cent of Soviet warheads rest atop their 
land-based missiles. Some 25 percent of 
U.S. warheads rest on our ICBM's. If the 

strategic situation were reversed and the 
Soviets deployed a missile system that 
would be an immediate threat to 70 
percent of our arsenal in a first-strike 
attack, who among the Members of the 
Senate would not draw the very darkest 
conclusions about U.S. strategic position 
and Soviet intentions? 

We must understand that pursuit of 
the immense lethality of the MX mis
sile will not be without serious conse
quences. The positive effect is that we 
will be able to say we have matched the 
Soviets large ICBM capability, while de
emphasizing the vast U.S. lead in sub
marine and bomber forces. But the 
negative factor of MX deployment will 
be that it will require the Soviets to take 
one or more of three very dangerous 
strategic steps. First, the Soviets may 
move to make their land-based missile 
system mobile. We have no guarantees 
that they will build a verifiable system. 

Indeed, if the Soviets build precisely 
the same racetrack scheme that is being 
pursued by the United States, I can en
vision resounding cries of protest from 
a number of my colleagues, who will no 
doubt be uncomfortaple with the possi
bility that Soviets may secretly deploy 
stockpiled missiles into shelters avoid
ing U.S. detection. 

Second, Soviets may, as we have al
ready indicated we shall, move to a 
launch-on-warning strategic stance. No 
one here needs to be apprised of the ex
tremely dangerous situation this raises 
in times of international crisis and nu
clear alert. 

Third, the Soviets may begin to ABM 
their missile fields. Once we force per
fection of ABM systems for missiles, does 
anyone truly feel confident that we will 
not move from the ABMing of missile 
fields to the ABMing of cities? This, in 
turn, could force the abrogation of the 
one solid accomplishment of the SALT 
process: limitation on ABM systems. 

The question must be asked, Mr. Presi
dent: If we are moving to make our 
ICBM force invulnerable, through either 
a land-based or sea-based deployment, 
why do we then choose to make that in
vulnerable missile force into a first-strike 
counterforce weapon? Such a decision, 
if the MX missile force is deployed, will 
give the United States a unilateral first
strike capability against Soviet ICBM 
sites. This will unnecessarily endanger 
the strategic balance and force the Soviet 
into decisions which could put a hair
trigger on nuclear war. 

SUM 

The SUM concept envisioned will place 
the present Minuteman III force of 550 
missiles on 138 small coastal submarines. 
Four encapsulated missiles per subma
rine will patrol one-half million square 
mlies of U.S. coastal waters. The Library 
of Congress has assured us that the pres
ent Minuteman III force, while offering a 
wide range of strategic options, does not 
constitute a first-strike counterforce 
threat at the present time. 

In addition, deployment of Minuteman 
III aboard the SUM system will allow for 
the United States to actively pursue a 
proposal considered by both sides during 
the SALT II negotiations at Geneva. This 
proposal, last offered by the Soviet Union 

in the spring of 1978, would place a mu
tual moratorium on the deployment of 
new land-based missiles. This would be 
a tremendously positive step forward in 
trying to grasp control of the burgeoning 
nuclear arms race and to halt Soviet 
ICBM growth. In addition, the United 
States, with the existing Minuteman II 
missiles remaining on land, would have a 
four-sided strategic "mix." This would 
be far preferable to a continuation of a 
triad, the MX land-based leg of which 
will become highly vulnerable to theo
retical Soviet attack by late in the 
decade. 

Finally, Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD a letter I received from Drs. Drell 
and Garwin responding to possible con
cerns raised by those objecting to the 
SUM proposal. The response is to ques
tions of verifiability and possible vulner
ability of SUM to surf zone turbulence, 
referred to as the Van Dorn effect. I ask 
that the portion of the letter dealing with 
these two subjects be reprinted in full in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

1. VERIFIABILITY 

The SUM proposal differs in no essential 
way from the practice for SLBM verification 
already accepted at SALT. Indeed, it capital
izes on the change from SALT I, which lim
ited number of submarines in the missile 
fleet (or SSBN's to SALT II which counts 
only the number of launchers, i.e., the num
ber of missile tubes. The SLBM's enter the 
official launcher inventory after sea trials 
and commissioning. Procedures for subma
rino construction would conform with the 
agreed rules ("no deliberate concealment") 
presently in force. We know of no credible 
way to construct in secrecy a fleet of 130 foot 
long, 30 foot wire, 900-ton systems (approxi
mately 450 tons for the submarine and a 
comparable weight for the encapsulated mis
siles-perhaps four to a boat if they are suit
ably adapted Minuteman Ill's). Furthermore, 
the support network for construction, out
fitting, missile handling, launching, and sea 
trials would be identifiable with confidence 
by present practice. The Soviet Union would 
surely have no credible basis for challenging 
U.S. procedures--nor have they for U.S. 
SLBM's/ SSBN's in the past. There is no basis 
for U.S. loss of verification vis-a-vis compa
rable Soviet programs. The main point is: 
there is nothing required for SUM verifica
tion in addition to what has already been 
agreed to at SALT. In contrast, the require
ments for cooperative assembly and opera
tional procedures for the MX racetrack sys
tem are entirely new departure and an ex
tension of SALT verification requirements. 

2. SURF ZONE EFFECTS 

Analysis indicates that in coastal waters of 
depths less than 400 feet there would be ser
ious surf, zone waves and turbulence gener
ated by nuclear detonations farther offshore. 
We do not advocate deployment of the entire 
SUM force in such shallow waters. Our pro
posal calls for deploying this force in coastal 
strips 200 miles wide in order to distribute 
the mini-subs over a broad enough ocean area 
so that the force cannot be barraged at any 
depth. In particular, the Pacific waters rap
idly become deeper than 400 feet beyond a 
few miles near coast whereas the continen
tal shelf off the Atlantic Coast drops below 
100 fathoms or 600 feet within a dlstance of 
less than 100 miles from the coast line. There 
Is thus no surf zone problem (van Dorn ef
fect) for the survival of the SUM force al
though a fraction of the submarines in 
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transit or in port might be destroyed. In fa.ct 
for the Soviets to develop any barrage threat 
to the SUM force would require their devel
opment and testing of new missile RV's de
signed to penetrate to deep ocean depths. 
Only then would the full energy of the explo
sion remain in the water. However, even if 
we make a very conservative assumption of 
SUM vulnerability to a shock wave at a. dis
tance of six miles from a lMT detonation it 
would require 5,000 attacking megatons to 
dest roy a SUM force loading one-tenth that 
magatonnage and deployed in a 200-mile wide 
belt. Of course the submarines could be 
deployed in a wider belt, requiring thereby 
more megatonnage to barrage. 

We hope these comments are useful to you. 
Sincerely, 

RICHARD L. GARWIN, 
SIDNEY D. DRELL. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I also 
ask unanimous consent that another let
ter received from Dr. Garwin dealing 
with questions of command, control, and 
accuracy capabilities of the SUM system 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

YORKTOWN HEIGHTS, N.Y., 
November 6, 1979. 

Hon. MARK 0. HATFIELD, 
Russell Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: In response to 
your request, I am providing further detail 
on the command, control, and communica
tions for the shallow underwater missile 
system (SUM), as well as on the achievable 
accuracy. 

A normal means of reception of command 
signals by the deployed SLBM fleet is via 
VLF radio from a fixed-based 16 kilohertz 
transmitter at Cutler, Maine. In case this 
transmitter is destroyed, the Navy has long 
maintained a backup fleet of P-3 aircraft 
with powerful VLF transmitters and e. long 
trailing wire antenna. Our submarines on 
patrol can receive these signals by means of 
a buoy towed a few feet below the ocean sur
face, or on a floating wire trailed by the sub
marine. The SUM system can use these 
standard techniques. A better system (and 
one available also to the Poseidon and Tri
dent submarines) would use an expendable 
molded plastic buoy weighing less than a 
pound, packaged with a spool of very fine 
plastic-insulated wire about 6 miles long 
and carried in a dispenser with some hun
dreds of its fellows outside the hull of the 
SUM submarine. The buoy would contain a 
small ferrite-rod antenna for VLF, such as 
ls contained in the small transistor-radios 
one buys for a few dollars. For VLF no bat
tery is required, but the expendable buoy can 
also be used to receive a UHF signal direct 
from the strategic command, control, e.nd 
communication transmitters placed on satel
lites and commanded to operate when the 
VLF transmitter and the TACAMO aircraft 
e.re destroyed. A small battery and amplifier 
receive this signal and translate it to the VLF 
band so that it can be transmitted via the 
wire to the submarine. One can economize a 
bit further by limiting most of the buoys to 
VLF receive capa.b111ty, with a set of UHF 
receiving buoys available if the VLF signal is 
not received. The connecting wire is paid out 
freely by the submarine a.s it patrols, like 
the fishing line from a "spinning rod," or 
the string from a. cone of string in the bak
ery shop. Because the supply is exhausted in 
a.bout 2-3 hours, many buoys are to be found 
on the ocean surface, and finding a. buoy 
does not indicate the presence of a. sub
marine, thus maintaining the invulnerability 
conferred by concealment. There is clearly no 
problem in having the requisite number of 
such buoys produced by 1982, or by the time 

modified Minutemen (or submarines) could 
be available. 

Submarine-launched ballistic missiles 
have traditionally been less accurate than 
our most accurate missiles launched from 
silos, beoause of the uncertainty regarding 
submarine location, orientation, and veloc
ity. Both Air Force and Navy contractors 
have studied the use of NAVSTAR receiver
computers which could be incorporated in 
the guidance system of the missile itself to 
determine repeatedly during missile powered 
flight the position of · the missile to 30-ft. 
accuracy and its velocity to e. few hun
dredths of a foot per second. It is cheaper to 
obtain good accuracy this way than by an 
all-inertial system, and one can do without 
the delicate and costly inertial navigation 
system now used in the submarine itself. 
Furthermore, reception of the NAVSTAR 
signal during all of powered flight would 
essentially eliminate a.II guidance errors and 
would leave a.s missile inaccuracy primarily 
the wander of the reentry vehicle as it re
turned through the atmosphere. Compared 
with the 0.1 nmi (nautical mile)-600 ft.
projected for accurate Soviet silo-based 
ICBMs, NAVSTAR-gulded missiles could 
achieve 150-ft. accuracy, if desired. 

The NAVSTAR signal would normally be 
provided by a. constellation of 24 satellites in 
intermediate orbit, which would have many 
other uses. Because of the large cost of shift
ing existing users of other navigation systems 
to NAVSTAR, DoD may not deploy NAVSTAR 
as rapidly as is feasible. Furthermore, al
though NAVSTAR would be available to our 
strategic forces worldwide for guidance be
fore the outbreak of high-intensity nuclear 
war, the satellites themselves could be de
stroyed by a concerted Soviet effort to do so. 
The SUM system would patrol within a. few 
hundred miles of U.S. shores, and so the SUM 
missile NAVSTAR receiver-computer could 
receive line-of-sight signal from many NAV
STAR-like transmitters which could be de
ployed on U.S. soil-too many (with simila.r
appearing decoys) for the Soviet Union to 
attack. Reception of these signals would 
provide similar accuracy to the NAVSTAR 
satellite signals themselves under most cir
cumstances. During a. heavy nuclear ex
change, best accuracy might be maintained 
by terminating the influence of radio guid
ance a.t the time the missile enters the iono
sphere (a.bout 50 miles altitude) , because of 
the increased and variable electron density 
which can increase the position and velocity 
uncertainty available from the radio system. 
These ground-based .transmitters would con
stitute an "inverted NAVSTAR" or "inverted 
global positioning system"-inverted GPS or 
"IGPS." 

Whether or not NA VST AR is deployed by 
1983 or 1985, the inverted NAVSTAR system 
could easily be deployed by then, since 
weight, reliability, power requirements, and 
design are all significantly easier for ground 
deployment than for space. 

Sincerely yours, 
RICHARD L. GARWIN. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, in 
short, Mr. President, the SUM/ Minute
man m alternative I present today holds 
out tremendous strengths when com
pared to the MX racetrack system. It can 
save many years of strategic vulnerabil
ity, it can neutralize first-strike counter
force capabilities on both sides in the 
decade ahead, it can save tens of billions 
of taxpayers' dollars, and it offers fresh 
arms control possibilities for the imme
diate years ahead. It is critical that the 
Senate exercise its duty to the American 
people and future stability of the arms 
race by insisting that this option be given 
comprehensive analysis before we em
bark on the most complicated project in 

the history of this Nation, and perhaps 
the world. For the MX project may have 
the ironic and tragic effect in the long
run of deepening this Nation's vulnera
bility to strategic attack or economic 
challenge from the Soviet Union. All of 
my colleagues are fully aware of the dif
ficulties in stopping a program once we 
have committed billions of dollars to its 
continuation. This amendment urges 
that a strategic option which has the 
backing of some of the finest scientific 
minds of this country be fully explored 
prior to such a dangerous and wholesale 
commitment to the MX missile and its 
basing scheme. 

Now, Mr. President, I would like to 
pause at this moment to recognize the 
distinguished Senator from Illinois <Mr. 
STEVENSON) so that he has an oppor
tunity to make some remarks, and I will 
yield him such time as necessary for 
that purpose. Before I do that I ask 
unanimous consent to add Senator STE
VENSON as a cosponsor to this amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, I 
commend the Senator for offering this 
amendment, for his persuasive argu
ments in behalf of the amendment, and 
I also thank him for adding me as a 
cosponsor. 

Before I make a few observations in 
support of the amendment I wonder if 
the Senator would be good ~nough to 
yield for a brief question. 

Mr. HATFIELD. I would be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. STEVENSON. The Senator re
ferred in his comments to a diesel elec
tric submarine, that was developed and 
manufactured by the West Germans. 
Does the Senator know what the cost of 
such a submarine, in which an MX or 
a Minuteman III missile might be based, 
is? 

Mr. HATFIELD. Yes, about $30 mil
lion per submarine is the estimated cost 
of this type referred to as submarine 
type 600, German type. 

Mr. STEVENSON. I thank the Sena
tor. 

Mr. President, it is my understanding 
that estimates of the relative costs of 
these two basic modes, if that submarine 
is used, produce a difference of about $35 
billion. These estimates are, of course, 
imperfect, but based on the use of the 
submarine to which the Senator re
ferred. It is possible, if not probable, 
that the racetrack system could cost 
some $35 billion more than the SUM 
system and without the vulnerability. 

I support the amendment of the Sen
ator from Oregon which would delete 
$670 million from the Department of 
Defense appropriations bill for develop
ment of the MX missile and its basing 
system which the President has decided 
should be the "racetrack" system. 

The development of a land-based MX 
missile will not restore the deterrence 
eroded by the vulnerability of Minute
man. We would only invite the Soviets to 
match our efforts and, with improve
ments in accuracy, eventually make the 
l\.{X as vulnerable as the Minuteman. 

The racetrack basing mode requires 
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outlays for a system that is dependent 
on SALT II ceilings to be minimally 
effective and long after SALT II has ex
pired. We are urged to support this bas
ing mode in the hope that unratified and 
unnegotiated SALT agreements, or So
viet restraint, will reduce Soviet war
heads to a level that can with confidence 
be survived by U.S. missiles based in the 
race track. That is not a safe assump
tion. 

It is more prudent to counter the 
growing vulnerability of the Minuteman 
with a basing mode, using either the MX 
or existing missiles, that provides incre
mental deterrence as it is built, rather 
than devote vast resources to a dubious 
scheme that will not be effective until the 
last increment is in place, perhaps 10 
years hence, and only then, if it is en
vironmentally, fiscally, and technologi
cally sound-and if the Soviets do not 
deploy weapons which require the United 
States to supply still more aiming points 
in what could become an endless esca
lation of the strategic arms race. 

The proposal of the Senator from Ore
gon to delete $670 million for the MX. 
which includes, according to my under
standing, about $235 million for develop
ment of the basing mode, is sound. We 
need to study alternatives. The shallow 
underwater missile system--SUM
which the Senator from Oregon suggests 
be studied is one such alternative. There 
are others. What is needed is a careful 
analysis, separate from the politics of the 
SALT debate, before we commit ourselves 
irrevocably to a "racetrack" that the ad-

- ~ ministration says will cost $33 billion but 
which other estimates put at $60 billion 
and up. 

The time spent studying alternative 
basing modes need not delay replacement 
of Minuteman. The development of such 
missiles, necessary, could proceed, with 
the decision on the basing mode to fallow 
and with no delay for deployment. 

Alternative basing modes may provide 
more invulnerability at less expense and 
without the destabilizing implications of 
a mode that ultimately relies on good 
faith for verification. If the Soviets were 
to approve a similar racetrack in a closed 
society and with vast expanses of land to 
hide it, I doubt we could accept the ade
quacy of our ability to verify its numbers 
or characteristics. This "racetrack" 
therefore, threatens to undermine the 
very basis of SALT which is an ability to 
monitor the activities of the other side 
by national technical means and with 
confidence. It would be better to pick up 
from SALT I and encourage the move
ment of missiles to sea with better pros
pects for verification and survivability 
for both sides. All the basing mode pos
sibilities should be studied before em
barking on this expensive and danger
ous program. 

For those reasons, Mr. President, I 
urge the Senate to approve the amend
ment offered by my good friend the Sen
ator from Oregon. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Illinois for his kind re
marks, and wish to express my deep ap
preciation for his interest in and cospon
sorship of this measure, and for the 
leadership he has provided in the Sen-

ate's consideration of arms control mat
ters for many years. 

Mr. President, let me emphasize again 
that the $20 million that remains in the 
budget in this amendment I am propos
ing would be given over to the SUM pro
gram in bringing it to a point of con
struction and deployment. 

Mr. President, what is the remaining 
part of my time? 

The PRESIDING 'OFFICER <Mr. 
CHILES) . The Senator from Oregon has 
62 minutes and 26 seconds. 

Mr. HATFIELD. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, I reserve the remainder 

of my time. 
Mr. HATFIELD. I yield myself such 

time as is necessary. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con

sent to have printed in the RECORD com
ments from a point paper put together 
by the Air Force. It is entitled "Point 
Paper on Shallow Underwater Missile 
Systems." 

The U.S. Air Force has made some 
charges or has made some rebuttals to 
my proposal, and I would like to go over 
them briefly. 

In response to my assertion that: 
The Shallow Underwater Missile System 

(SUM) alternative will be fully deployed a.t 
lea.st 3-4 years sooner than the MX system, 
thus solving the vulnerability problem of 
our ICBM force a.t the very time in the 
1980's when the Soviet first-strike threat is 
expected to be severe. 

The Air Force has said that: 
The initial opera.ting capability of the 

SUM system is unknown. If, a.s the U.S. 
Navy suggests, new larger submarines must 
be developed, and new submarine support 
facilities must be built, the initial, and full 
opera.ting capability, may occur much later 
than for the MX. Kosta. Tsipsis, a. nuclear 
physicist from MIT and an opponent of 
land-based missiles, wrote in the November 
issue of Scientific American magazine: 
"Such a coastal submarine-based system 
could not be ready for deployment in the 
next decade or so." 

The U.S. Navy is not able a.t this time to 
estimate how long it will take to deploy the 
system. 

The small submarines in the SUM sys
tem would by no means be "large" by 
any definition. The SUM submarines will 
weigh about 450 tons. By contrast, the 
Trident submarines weigh 18,000 tons. 
These submarines have already been 
built and launched by the Germans. Full 
speed construction and deployment on 
an urgent basis could occur rapidly. 
Plans for construction exist now. It is 
by no means certain, according to Drs. 
Garwin and Drell, that substantial sup
port facilities will be needed. In fact, the 
submarines are purposefully made sim
ple by design. They could be adequately 
maintenanced by "tender ships"-thus 
rarely having to put into port. Land
based support systems needed for the 
massive Trident ships could be minimal 
in the case of the SUM submarines, and 
would be unlikely to slow a decision to
ward rapid deployment. 

By contrast, MX guarantees at a mini
mum 6 years of Minuteman vulnerabil
ity. This assumes that there will be ab
solutely no environmental or construc
tion delays in the largest construction 
project in hi.story-an increasingly dubi
ous assumption. 

This morning I received a letter at 
my request from Professor Tsipis at 
MIT. He put it over the telephone for us 
so that we would have an immediate 
response. It is dated November 9, today. 

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: In responding to 
your inquiry regarding the possibility of 
deploying Minuteman III missiles on a shal
low underwater mobile system (SUM), the 
Air Force, it is my understanding, has quoted 
me as saying that such a. basing system 
would require ten or more years to develop 
and deploy. I believe this is a. misunder
standing that I would like to rectify. 

In my article "Land-Based Intercontinen
tal Ballistic Missiles" that appeared in the 
November 1979 issue of Scientific American, 
I state that the development and deploy
ment of a new small submarine using a. 
novel propulsion system and capable of car
rying two MX missiles ea.ch weighing 195,-
000 pounds would probably take ten years. 
On the other hand, it is not necessary for 
the U.S. to confine the response to the per
ceived vulnerability of the silo-based Min
uteman force to such an r & d effort. A much 
earlier deployment of MM III missiles on a. 
SUM system can be achieved if we use the 
450-ton diesel/ electric submarine already 
developed and produced by West Germany. 

This submarine can carry horizontally four 
MM III missiles in neutral-buoyancy water
tight canisters external to its pressure hull. 
The canisters can be released to reach the 
surface of the ocean in a. perpendicular posi
tion and launch the missile. Guidance, com
mand and control , maintenance fa.cilties 
preparation, and crew training requirements 
for these submarines have shorter time con
stants than the modification of MM III mis
siles for horizontal transportation. There
fore, the pacing element of such deployment 
will be the missile and not the submarine. 
Such missile modifications can be achieved 
in three yea.rs; consequently, initial opera
tional deployment of the proposed system 
can begin in late 1983 or 1984. 

Since the submarines represent a. tech
nology already a.t hand, the alternative bas
ing for the MM III force that they offer is 
not only more secure in terms of the in
vulnerability they offer than the "race-track" 
basing proposed by the Garter Administra
tion, but much less venturesome since it does 
not involve any research and development 
effort, and has no impact on the environ
ment of the continental U.S . 

Even though I have not studied the tech
nical details of Dr. Garwin's proposal for 
basing MM III missiles on these submarines, 
and therefore I cannot have a. firm opinion 
a.bout it, I strongly urge that his proposal 
is seriously considered because it offers both 
rapid relief from the perceived vulnerability 
of silo-based MM III and opens the way for 
orderly development :and deployment of a.n 
entirely new class of small non-nuclear bal
listic missile submarines if they become nec
essary sometime in the future. 

I will be hanpy to helo you and your staff 
with technical information or testimony on 
this matter. 

With best regards, 
Respectfully yours, 

K. TSIPIS. 

I think that pretty well destroys the 
first argument used against our program 
by the Air Force. On the second point, 
the Air Force responds to my argument 
that: 

In the long-run, the SUM alternative 
would save the American taxpayer a mini
mum of $15 billion, and probably a. good 
deal more. 

Now the Air Force challenges this 
statement on the ground that: 

It is difficult (if not impossible) to re
liably estimate overall system cost, but $12-
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15 billion appears optimistically low con
sidering: the requirement to modify the 
Minuteman missiles for underwater carriage 
and dormancy; the development and produc
tion of the submarines themselves; the ac
quisition of the support infrastructure in
cluding new ·bases; R&D required for encap
sulation technology; and the necessary 
maintenance and logistical support. 

Long term and continuing operating costs 
of a submarine system will soon eat up any 
potential savings in capital investment. 

The $3 to $6 billion cost of modifying 
the Minuteman III missiles is based on 
the Air Force's own estimate of the costs 
for encapsulating the Minuteman III 
missile for mobile deployment on land in 
the ALPS system. The costs of building 
the submarines is based on the present 
cost per ton of submarine construction. 
The total cost also includes projected 10-
year operating expenses for the crews. 
Unlike the 100-plus crew members 
aboard the Poseidon and Trident subs, 
the SUM submarines, because of their 
simplicity of design and direct command 
and control links, would only require a 
crew of 12 to 15. Long-term operating 
costs of the SUM concept would there
fore be kept minimal compared to the 
deepwater SLBM force. 

By contrast, the proposed costs of the 
MX racetrack scheme are open ended. 
How many shelters will have to be built 
at $2 million a throw should the Soviets 
decide to end the warhead limits under 
SALT II when the treaty expires in 1985? 
The Air Force assures us that if the 
Soviets add a warhead, we will add a 
shelter. We are told that the Soviets 
could possibly have 17,000 warheads by 
late in the decade. 

That alone would add a minimum of 
$10 billion to the system-with no end 
in sight. In addition, there is evidence 
that the Soviets will be able to add war
heads far more cheaply than it costs the 
United States to build a shelter-a per
petually losing proposition. If the Soviets 
develop a capability to knock out a 
shelter with one warhead-the entire 
MX scheme is vitiated. We are also told 
an ABM system may be needed to guard 
MX from such a Soviet breakout. The 
cost of that? Well, how much? Another 
$10 billion, at the very least. In fact, in 
his recent newsletter, Senator HOLLINGS 
has pointed out that had the Soviet ad
vantage in heavy missiles allowed under 
SALT II not occurred, "we would not be 
required to spend anywhere from $30 to 
$90 billion to disperse our MX's in a 
racetrack type mobile mode." 

Clearly in the area of overall cost, the 
Air Force has a lot more explaining to 
do than those supporters of the SUM 
concept. 

Now, the third point the Air Force 
makes is: 

We must examine closely the environ
mental effects of having more than 100 
nuclear armed, diesel submarines operating 
in our shallow coastal waters in close prox
imity to our shipping, fishing, and recrea
tional areas. Further, we have no idea of the 
environmental impacts of developing the 
bases to operate and maintain 138 or more 
submarines. Our experience with a new Tri
dent base points to these problems. 

The environmental impact of the MX is 
now under detailed study and now from all 
indications appears to be manageable. 
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This rebuttal by the Air Force conjures 
visions of nuclear missiles floating just 
off shore, barely out of the way of water 
skiers, surfers, and fishermen. 

In fact, the submarines would chiefly 
patrol a 200-mile strip of ocean up and 
down the entire Atlantic and Pacific 
coastlines. They would travel in waters 
of 400 to 600 feet. Each submarine would 
be roughly equal in size to a 50-foot 
pleasure boat. It would be submerged at 
nearly all times. To argue that some 100 
submarines of this size patrolling in one
half million square miles of ocean poses 
environmental risks to fishing and 
recreational areas is stretching the 
bounds of rational thought. I have al
ready spoken to the projected minimal 
needs of this fleet for land basing, and 
the possibility that these submarines can 
be serviced by tender vessels in harbor. 

By contrast, the MX project poses as 
complicated a barrage of possible envi
ronmental and legal problems as any 
project in history. I will repeat from my 
speech: No less than 33 Federal laws 
bear on the question of land acquisi
tion alone. This is the largest project 
ever undertaken. By any realistic defini
tion the potential environmental, legal, 
and construction problems posed by the 
MX racetrack are truly monumental. 

The fourth charge by the Air Force: 
I am particularly worried about the verifi

cation aspects of this system. Very small 
submarines may be difficult to count and 
verify, but mostly I'm c<mcerned about the 
encapsulation of the missiles which are 
carried externally on these submarines. These 
missiles could be transported from port, 
dropped off at an undersea location, and the 
submarine return to port to be "reloaded," 
making counting of missiles virtually im
possible. 

The Air Force is concerned that the 
encapsulated missiles aboard SUM might 
secretly be dropped off in some "under
sea location" and be returned to port to 
be "reloaded," thus making the counting 
of missiles virtually impossible. This is an 
interesting concern, but it overlooks one 
rather essential point: there are only 
1,000 total Minuteman missiles. We pro
pose to deploy 550 existing Minuteman 
III missiles. The 450 existing Minute
man !I's will remain on land as the fourth 
leg of the new SUM enhanced strategic 
arsenal. Minuteman production lines have 
been shut down. There can be no con
cern, therefore, that the United States 
could "stockpile" additional Minuteman 
missiles on the ocean floor. 

Mr. President, to respond to the Air 
Force rebuttal on the verification of the 
SUM/Minuteman III proposal, I would 
like to read a letter from Dr. Drell which 
was sent in anticipation of this argument 
being raised. In this letter he states: 

1. VERIFIABILrrY 

The SUM proposal differs in no essential 
way from the practice for SLBM verification 
already accepted at SALT. Jndeed, it capital
izes on the change from SALT I , which lim
ited number of submarines in the missile 
fleet (or SSBN's) , to SALT II which counts 
only the number of launchers, i.e .. , the num
ber of missile tubes. The SLBM's enter the 
official launcher inventory after sea trials and 
commissioning. Procedures for submarine 
construction would conform with the a.greed 

rules ("no deliberate concealment") present
ly in force. We know of no credible way to 
construct in secrecy a fleet of 130 foot long, 
30 food wide, 900-ton systems (approximately 
450 tons for the submarine and a comparable 
weight for the encapsulated missiles-per
haps four to a boat if they are suitably 
adapted Minuteman Ill's). Furthermore, the 
support network for construction, out-fitting, 
missile handling, launching, and sea trials 
would be identifiable with confidence by pres
ent practice. The Soviet Union would surely 
have no credible basis for challenging U.S. 
procedures-nor have they for U.S. SLBM's/ 
SSBN's in the past. There is no basis for U.S. 
loss of verification vis-a-vis comparable So
viet programs. The main point ls: there is 
nothing required for SUM verification in ad
dition to what has already been agreed to 
at SALT. In contrast, the requirements for 
cooperative assembly and operational proce
dures for the MX racetrack system are an 
entirely new departure and an extension o! 
SALT verification requirements. 

The Air Force goes on ad nauseam 
with their charges. The fifth one is: 

REBUTTAL 

There is no reason to suspect that the 
MX per se will force the Soviets to a mobile 
basing of their land-based missiles. The 
Soviets, who have already demonstrated a 
propensity for mobile systems, wlll move to 
mobile basing when their fixed sites become 
vulnerable and they become concerned about 
a U.S. first strike. I suspect they wm be 
threatened by the accurate Air Launched 
Cruise Missile, the Trident, and perhaps even 
our Minuteman missiles. Therefore, it is 
important for the U.S. to have established 
the precedent of a system which is unques
tionably verifiable. 

There is no question that the MX is a 
prompt, first-strike counterforce weapon 
against the 70 percent of Soviet war
heads on their land-based missiles. If 
we are responding by mobilizing our 
land-based missiles which carry 25 per
cent of our warheads, how can the Air 
Force possibly assert that the Soviets 
won't feel compelled to somehow pro
tect their warheads? It is curious to as
sert that the Minuteman III force is the 
first-strike counterforce weapon when it 
presently has too few warheads to pose 
any credible first-strike threat. The air 
launched cruise missile will take hours
not minutes-to reach its targets and is 
therefore incapable of being involved in 
a surprise first-strike threat. Clearly the 
existence of the Minuteman force today, 
and the impending deployment of the 
cruise missile fn only a few years has 
done nothing to "threaten" the Soviets 
into mobilizing their larger missiles. 

There is absolutely no guarantee that 
the Soviets will copy the MX scheme 
when-and if-they go mobile. Other al
ternatives forced by deployment of the 
first-strike threat of the MX are con
veniently ignored by the Air Force. They 
include a Soviet ABMing of their missile 
fields or, more dangerously, a Soviet 
move to land a "launch on warning" 
strategic stance in times of nuclear crisis. 
The United States has announced its ac
tive consideration of both of these high
ly destabilizing alternatives. 

The Air Force's argument that MX 
would set a "precedent" in verifiable 
mobile systems infers that Soviet per
ceptions of verifiability are the same as 
our own. Not only is there no evidence 
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to support this argument, but Soviet 
statements indicate that there very well 
could be fierce objections to the race
track basinK scheme. 

To my argument that the SUM/Min
uteman III system would neutralize :flrst
strike counterforce capabilities emerg
ing in the decade ahead on both sides, 
capabilities which threaten to danger
ously destabilize the nuclear balance in 
times of international crises, the Air 
Force responded: 

Stablllty is gained by survivablllty and 
confidence in survivabiUty. The MX will 
negate the politic.al and mllltary utlllty of 
the new Soviet ICBM by creating so many 
possible launch points that an enemy at
tack would be futile. This ls a passive move 
that demonstrates our resolve to provide sur
vivab111ty without appreciably increasing our 
dependence on nuclear weapons. 

The unknown vulnerab111ties of a shallow
based system may create a lucrative ftrst
strike target to the Soviets. Surely that would 
be a destab111zing situation. 

Mr. President I challenge this argu
ment on the grounds that stability is de
rived from two principal elements: 

First, · survivability of forces. 
This is attained by SUM/Minuteman 

m which, because of its large deploy
ment area and concealed nature pro
vides for higher confidence in surviv
ability than the MX racetrack system as 
it cannot be pattern bombed or barraged. 
It would be neither practical nor rational 
for the Soviets to deploy enough war
heads to saturate one-half million square 
miles of ocean area. Furthermore, even 
if this were attempted, a signi:flcant 
number of SUM/Minuteman m subs 
would still survive. 

In contrast, MX in the racetrack bas
ing mode is subject to "pindown"-a 
succession of warheads detonated in the 
air over missile silos which prohibits 
e1fective launching of missiles because 
they cannot penetrate the radioactive 
shield which this creates. 

The second principle is that stability is 
a function of deterrence, which is greatly 
undercut by an increase in pressure to
ward a launch on warning strategic 
stance. 

If we are moving to make our ICBM 
force invulnerable <through either a 
land-based or sea-based deployment), 
why do we then choose to make that in
vulnerable missile force into a first-strike 
counterforce weapon? 

Finally, in response to my argument 
that by fully protecting our missiles while 
not proceeding with the MX the United 
States could accept a proposal considered 
by both sides during SALT discussions to 
establish a moratorium on new land
based missiles and this would be a major 
step toward limiting the nuclear arms 
race, the Air Force response was: 

I question how "fully" we protect our mis
siles in the SUM system. Certain nuclear ef
fects may make the coastal submarine par
ticularly vulnerable. The so-called "Van 
Dorn" e:tTect can create a "surf zone" on the 
continental shelf. Under certain condltlons 
the entire area could be seen breaking wave~ 
several hundred feet high, with a duration 
of several hours. The "bottom effect" may 
slgnlftcantly Increase the damage range by 
refiecting and enhancing the energy from 
an attacking weapon. 

MX, on the one hand, relies on proven and 
understood hardening techniques !or land
based missiles. 

The security and 1nvulnerab111ty of an MX 
system may be the step to bring us to serious 
negotiations to reduce our dependence on 
nuclear weapons. We must not abandon the 
Triad which has served us so well, especially 
in the face of a Soviet threat. 

Mr. President, analysis indicates that 
in coastal waters of depths less than 400 
feet there would be serious surf zone 
waves and turbulence generated by nu
clear detonations farther offshore. We do 
not advocate deployment of the entire 
SUM force in such shallow waters. Our 
proposal calls for deploying this force in 
coastal strips 200 miles wide in order to 
distribute the minisubs over a broad 
enough ocean area so that the force can
not be barraged at any depth. In par
ticular, the Pacific waters rapidly become 
deeper than 400 feet beyond a few miles 
near coast whereas the continental shelf 
off the Atlantic Coast drops below 100 
fathoms or 600 feet within a distance of 
less than 100 miles from the coast line. 
There is thus no surf zone problem <van 
Dom effect) for the survival of the SUM 
force although a fraction of the sub
marines in transit or in port might be 
destroyed. In fact for the Soviets to de
velop any barrage threat to the SUM 
force would require their development 
and testing of new missile RV's designed 
to penetrate to deep ocean depths. Only 
then would the full energy of the explo
sion remain in the water. However, even 
if we make a very conservative assump
tion of SUM vulnerability to a shock 
wave at a distance of 6 miles from a lMT 
detonation it would require some 5,000 
attackng megatons to destroy a SUM 
force loading one-tenth that megaton
nage and deploying in a 200-mile wide 
belt. Of course the submarines could be 
deployed in a wider belt, requiring 
thereby more megatonnage to barrage. 

Again, the SUM/Minuteman m con
cept does not envision the abandoning of 
the land-based leg of the Triad. There 
are 450 existing Minuteman II missiles 
that will remain on land. We would not 
abandon the Triad. We are creating 
a Quadrad. 

Mr. President, it is wise to disperse nu
clear weapons technology among the 
land, air, and sea in order to insure 
against enabling the enemy to focus on 
one or two areas with increased capa
bility. 

These arguments are valid, but they 
do not apply to SUM/Minuteman III 
because of its close proximity to U.S. 
coast lines. SUM/Minuteman III thus 
departs from the Diad concept in two 
important respects. 

Command, control, and communica
tion are maintained at a level equivalent 
to that of land-based ICBM's, unlike a 
Poseidon or Polaris submarine some
where in the middle of the ocean. 

Because SUM/Minuteman III will be 
deployed in U.S. coastal waters, it can 
be easily protected; in addition, great 
numbers of Soviet "killer" subs would 
have to travel great distances without 
being detected; thus, SUM/Minuteman 
m contains virtually none of the vul
nerability characteristics of strategic 

submarines. Finally, because noise levels 
become very high the closer one gets to 
shore, present and projected ASW tech
nology would be rendered incapable of 
distinguished between normal interfer
ence and noise generated by the SUM 
fleet. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. STENNIS addressed the Chair. 
The PRF.BIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Mississippi. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I com

mend the Senator from Oregon for the 
work that he has done on this problem. 
It is a problem for all of us, a highly im
portant matter in connection with our 
triad of strategic weapons, and the ques
tion of the modernization of the ICBM 
leg and is related to the Trident and Po
laris submarines and also long-range 
bombers. 

This is a long drawn-out program. It 
will take time to build. There is a great 
difference of opinion about the type of 
basing required. 

But there is a great preponderance of 
opinion in the committee, and I think on 
the floor and in the House of Represent
atives, and the White House, every
where, that while we regret it very 
much we are compelled to take a step. 

This MX the Senator would strike out 
is the major step that needs to be taken 
now if we are really going to build up the 
land-based leg of the Triad. 

His reference to a substitution of a 
small submarine is very sincere. I think 
at some stage it could well be considered. 
I cannot, for my part, give any encour
agement to considering it in the 1980 
budget. The 1980 budget year has already 
started, as we know, and this bill must 
move today, then go to conference and 
come back next week, or otherwise we 
will run out of time on our continuing 
resolution. 

But in the beginning of the early con
sideration of the 1981 budget, we would 
be glad in our committee to give some 
consideration to the proposal being made, 
the so-called small submarine missile 
system that is nwntioned here by the 
Senator from Oregon. 

I think to really settle this matter to
day about the MX will require a vote on 
the Senator's proposal to strike the MX 
out of the bill. If that prevails, that ends 
the argument for now, perhaps. But I do 
not think we ought to strike the MX 
from the bill by any means. 

This matter has been up before us now 
for 2 or 3 years with growing intensity. 
Now, a fairly definite plan, the research 
and development for the new missile, re
quires time. That time is running now 
and it will be running out. We must 
make a start. 

Therefore, the authorizing committees, 
each, in the House and the Senate, this 
year have considered this matter. The 
committees, almost unanimously agreed 
to the MX as contained in the bill, and 
the same is virtually true in the appro
priating committees, with all the facts 
before them. 

This matter has already passed the 
House of Representatives in appropria
tion form with the figure still intact. 
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Now we are having this debate on the 
Senate floor. As I have said, it is very 
timely and, even though some phases 
are still in disagreement, the idea of 
having to go for the MX is almost unan
imous. 

I hope we can go along now and vote 
down this amendment. I believe if we 
do, then will come another understand
ing, or amendment, or agreement of 
some kind, with reference to the MX 
that will make it clear that this is not 
carte blanche authority to go all the way 
on the deployment of this new phase of 
this MX, the deployment of the hori
zontal system, as it is called, but that 
there will be another look by the Con
gress on that matter, the matter of the 
deployment. 

In consideration today of the MX, 
there will be $400 million for research 
and development about which there is 
no real substantial dispute. Then the 
rest of that $670 million for MX will go 
for purposes that are not missile re
search and development, but will be 
spent in other ways. 

I have a letter here from the Depart
ment of Defense addressed to our sub
committee, and I consider it for the 
whole Congress. We could not consider 
the Senator's amendment without this 
letter. It will be printed in the RECORD. 
It is from the Secretary of Defense with 
reference to the spending of the money 
beyond the research and development or 
the missile alone. 

I believe that what is contained in 
that letter will correspond to most of 
the thinking here on the subject matter. 

If we do not get some kind of agree
ment on that, we will just have to pre
sent it and see where the votes are. 

My disposition would be that if we do 
not agree, we frame it up in such a way 
that we get clear and unmistakable votes 
on the amendment. 

I favor legislation that would make it 
clear that this appropriation is not a 
carte blanche authority to proceed with 
the present basing of MX. 

It is a reservation by the legislative 
branch, and the letter from the Secre
tary of Defense gives the interpre.tation 
that it is a reservation. That extra work 
must be done, and we· must utilize the 
2 years' time that otherwise would be 
lost. Whichever way the deployment 
goes, the present appropriation will be 
utilized, except in the neighborhood of 
about $50 million. That $50 million is a 
good deal of money; but with a project 
of this kind and considering the time 
that would be lost if we are not willing 
to take that load, the $50 million is not 
too big a price to pay. We will work out 
the details of that later. 

I have asked Senators who have had 
different proposals to see if we can have 
a little meeting during a quorum call of 
10 minutes, to see just where we are on 
the possibility of another agreement. I 
bring it up now because it reflects direct
ly on the pending amendment. 

The Senator from North Dakota is in 
the Chamber, and he has heard what I 
have said. I hope he is inclined to make 
a statement with respect to this matter. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, it is al
ways with great reluctance that I oppose 

anything advocated by my good friend 
from Oregon, Mr. HATFIELD. In this case, 
If eel that I must. 

During SALT I, the Russians made 
their greatest gains, as I see it, in inter
continental missiles. At the start of 
SALT I, we were far superior to the Rus
sians in intercontinental missiles, and 
overall nuclear power. Now they have 
the SS-18, which did carry one warhead 
of 25 megatons, which is a tremendous 
power in itself. But they are MIRV-ed 
now, so that the SS-18 carries 10 war
heads, and it can carry up to 30 war
heads. 

We have the Minuteman III, which 
can carry three, and II with less. I be
lieve this is one area in which we are 
greatly deficient in overall military 
power. 

One thing that concerns me about 
SALT II is this great difference with 
respect to strategic nuclear power, 
particularly in the ICBM area, between 
the Soviet Union and the United States. 
I believe that we must go ahead imme
diately with the MX, a better mis
sile. I do not think we need to be in a 
great hurry about how we will be de
ploying it, but it will take at least 3 or 
4 years to come near finishing the re
search and development, and of course 
the deployment· will come after that. 

In any event, even going ahead as fast 
as we could, the MX would not be de
ployed until after the expiration of SALT 
II. 

Mr. President, I hope the amendment 
is rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, we have 
not had any other requests by Senators 
who wish to be heard on this amend
ment. If anyone wishes to be heard in 
opposition to the Hatfield amendment, 
we will be glad to yield time at this 
point. 

Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield to the Senator 
from New Mexico. 

Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, I am 
as reluctant as the distinguished Senator 
from North Dakota to oppose the Sena
tor from Oregon. 

However, I do think, as• I have said 
many times on this floor, that it is neces
sary for us to take a realistic look at our 
national defense posture, particularly 
one in which we might be required to 
implement a SALT treaty, and that 
posture has to be one of strength in a 
variety of ways. 

The threat we face from the Soviet 
strategic missile force is now roughly 
balanced with our own capabilities-and 
I hope with our own will. The problem, 
of course, is becoming such that in the 
next few years, that threat will be un
balanced. I believe that the existence 
of a new missile production line is going 
to be extremely important to insure that 
we balance that threat so the threat 
never will be carried out. 

It is unfortunate, in this time of hu
man history, that we must deal with 
these kinds of weapons. Unfortunately, 
the clock cannot be turned back. If our 
civilization is to survive, it must survive 
through strength. 

The distinguished chairman of the 
committee, I am sure, also realizes that 
our times are not unlike those of the 
1930's, when the democracies of the 
world were unknowingly being threat
ened with their greatest challenge. A 
few people recognized it, but not enough 
did, until the threat became reality, with 
the attack on Pearl Harbor and subse
quent events. 

The times are analogous-not that we 
are unprepared militarily, but that the 
time we have to react to a potential 
threat is much less than it was in the 
1930's and the 1940's, when we had 
months and, in fact, years to prepare 
and to develop the capability to defeat 
our adversaries who were threatening 
our freedom and democracy. Now we are 
looking at a threat measured in min
utes, if not, in some possibilities, even 
seconds. 

The only way to counter those kinds 
of threats is with greater strength. 

I believe that this particular missile 
development is one we must begin. We 
must move rapidly on it, if it is going to 
be clearly a part of our total deterrent 
capability. 

Not only are there alternatives in the 
long term to this type of defense, but 
also, there clearly are alternatives to the 
way in which this MX missile is based 
and deployed, and those alternatives 
should not be decided today. We in the 
legislative branch must take due delib
eration of the possibilities, of the effec
tiveness, and of the costs involved. 

So I reluctantly oppose the amend
ment of the Senator from Oregon, and 
I hope our colleagues will do the same. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, we have 
severr:.l speakers who want to use some 
time. I am going to yield to them now as 
nearly in the order in which they have 
mentioned it to me as I can remember. 

I yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 
Washington <Mr. JACKSON). 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Washington yield for 
a brief unanimous-consent request? 

Mr. JACKSON. Yes, I yield. 
Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 

have discussed the request I am about to 
make with the distinguished chairman 
and the distinguished ranking minority 
member of the committee. 

My request is that on completion of 
the Hatfield amendment and any other 
pending amendments on the MX, the 
amendment sponsored by the Senator 
from Hawaii <Mr. MATSUNAGA) and me be 
the pending order of business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BOREN). Is there objection? 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, reserv
ing the right to object, if the Senator will 
strike out that word "pending," I will 
have no objection. We may have another 
amendment on the MX, which has not 
actually been submitted yet. 

Just make it "following the disposition 
of any MX amendments that may be 
submitted following the Hatfield amend
ment." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Colorado so modify his 
request? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Yes, I do so modify 
the request, and I appreciate the Sena
tor's assistance. 
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Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment offered 
by my friend from Oregon. I do so be
cause I am concerned that a modern, 
survivable land-based intercontinental 
missile force is essential to our national 
security. I have come to this conclusion 
based on several considerations. 

First, our present, aging force of Min
uteman ICBM's is being increasingly 
threatened by Soviet missiles. 

Second, our national security dictates 
that steps must be taken to reduce this 
level of vulnerability. 

Third, having failed to achieve mean
ingful constraints on Soviet large throw
weight, highly accurate missiles through 
our arms control efforts in SALT, we 
must develop and deploy some alterna
tive weapon system which will retain 
our credible deterrent capabilities and 
be survivable. 

In short, as I have said on many oc
casions, I profoundly regret, as does my 
friend from Oregon, the failure of SALT 
II to produce deep, mutual, balanced re
ductions on an equitable basis in the 
strategic nuclear arsenals of both the 
superpowers. 

Certainly it is the height of irony that 
having spent 7 years negotiating an 
arms control agreement, we stand here 
today needing to spend enormous 
amounts of money precisely because the 
administration concluded an agreement 
which fails to get any meaningful cuts in 
the strategic arsenal of the Soviet Union. 

The issue now before us is how we 
should respond to the increasingly de
stabilizing Soviet buildup in lethal, 
counterforce missiles aimed at our Min
uteman force. The Senator from Oregon 
and I agree that something must be done 
to reduce our strategic vulnerability. 

Mr. President, after considerable de
liberation, debate, and unfortunate de
lay, the President of the United States 
has concluded that the long-standing 
policy of this country to diversify its 
strategic deterrent into three compo
nents continues to be a sound one---a 
bomber force, a submarine-launched 
ballistic missile force, and a land-based 
intercontinental ballistic missile force. 

President Carter decided that the stra
tegic triad represents the best way to 
provide for the national defense since 
the inherent vulnerabilities of each leg 
are off set by the strengths of the others. 

· As it became evident that one leg of our 
triad-the ICBM force---was becoming 
vulnerable to a Soviet first strike, the 
Carter administration took a long, hard 
look at the option of eliminating that 
leg in favor of a strategic "diad." 

But after considerable review, the 
idea of eliminating ICBM vulnerability 
by eliminating the ICBM force was re
jected by President Carter. The admin
istration concluded that to rely for de
terrence only on a submarine-launched 
ballistic missile force and a strategic 
bomber force could have dangerous con
sequences. It would simplify the Sovi-et 
targeters' job in trying to destroy our 
strategic deterrent. It would also sig
nificantly reduce the capabilities of our 
forces, and raise the prospect that a 
single breakthrough in weapons tech
nology-namely in the antisubmarine 

warfare area--could produce a profound 
change in the strategic balance. 

Therefore, the administration has de
cided to proceed with modernization of 
the Triad, including the development 
and deployment of a new intercon
tinental ballistic missile, known as the 
MX, a land-based intercontinental bal
listic missile with its inherently secure 
and reliable command, control, and com
munications characteristics. 

Let me be clear about my own reser
vations with respect to the MX pro
gram. It is a program-we have to be 
candid-that is troubled with complica
tions, not of a technical, but of a politi
cal nature. 

In arguing for proceeding with the 
MX missile, I have no intention of sup
porting the racetrack basing mode that 
has been discussed-more, one some
time thinks, in the press than among 
the scientists and engineers who will 
have to make it work. I have profound 
reservations about the racetrack basing 
mode. It strikes me as cumbersome, 
risky, and expensive. It is a concept de
veloped less by American engineers than 
by Soviet negotiators, and that troubles 
me deeply. 

Mr. President, before any final deploy
ment decision is taken on the MX, I be
lieve the Senate must establish two crit
ical points : 

First, the bilaterally recognized right 
of the United States t.-0 proceed with a 
mobile missile incorporating deceptive 
basing in which the missile and launcher 
is moved among shelters; and 

Second, the right of the United States 
and the intention of its Government to 
deploy the MX in a reliable, survivable, 
and cost-effective manner. In my judg
ment, this requires a finding that ver
tical shelters must be permitted by any 
arms control agreement we might ratify. 

As many of my colleagues know, the 
Soviets have insisted that deceptive bas
ing of ICBM's is inconsistent with SALT. 
The omcial position of the United States 
is that it is consistent with SALT. But if 
the MX can only be made consistent 
when deployed in an absurdly costly and 
technically doubtful manner, then it 
will never be deployed. So I intend, when 
SALT reaches the floor, to press for a 
clarification about the impact of the 
treaty and for a determination that we 
can proceed with vertical shelters as an 
alternative to the racetrack system now 
being considered in research and devel
opment. 

The Senate and its Committee on 
Armed Services have repeatedly sup
ported the MX missile and urged its ex
peditious development as essential to the 
maintenance of the Triad as a credible 
deterrent. Senators are being asked not 
only to reamrm their support of the 
strategic Triad but to reassert the com
mitment of the United States to begin 
to redress the adverse trends in the 
strategic nuclear balance which this 
country has witnessed for the last 
decade. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues to 
join me in voting against the Hatfield 
amendment and the movement it repre
sents toward a less survivable, less ca-

pable and less credible deterrent Posture 
for the United States. 

I yield back any time remaining. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 3 

minutes to the Senator from Alaska. 
Mr. STEVENS. I thank the chairman. 

I shall not even use that ainount of time. 
In the Appropriations Committee I 

supported the Senator from Oregon be
cause of my opposition to the racetrack 
basing mode. Following the considera
tion of his amendment, I shall offer an 
amendment that will not commit the 
United States to any one basing mode for 
this MX missile system. 

The action taken in the committee led 
to reports that I did not support the MX 
missile, which I regret, because I do sup
port the missile. On the other hand, I 
believe that the racetrack basing mode 
would lead to such an escalation of costs, 
not only in terms of original construction 
but in terms of annual cost, and also 
such a tremendous potential for delay, 
that we would not really achieve the con
struction and deployment of the MX 
missile system as will be required t.-0 pro
tect our national security. 

I will be discussing this matter later, 
but I wanted to state now why having 
supported the amendment of the Senator 
from Oregon in committee, I shall not 
support it here now, and I will not off er 
my amendment as a substitute for the 
Senator's amendment. I will wait until 
his is dis Posed of. Assuming his is de
feated, I will offer mine. If it is not, of 
course, I will not have the opportunity. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 
5 minutes to the Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. EXON. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, I do not know of one of 

our colleagues here in the Senate who 
does not deeply share the concerns of my · 
friend, the Sena tor from Oregon, over 
the proliferation of nuclear weapons in 
arsenals of the United States and the So
viet Union. I, like the Senator from 
Oregon, am keenly disappointed that the 
SALT II treaty before us does not call 
for deep reductions in nuclear weapons. 
I do not want t.-0 build the MX missile 
system. When I had the honor of enter
ing this body last January as a repre
sentative of the people of my State and 
with their authority, I was not persuaded 
for certain that deployment of the MX 
was necessary, for many of the reasons 
that have been so well articulated by the 
Senator from Oregon. 

My service on the Armed Services 
Committee has since convinced me that, 
in a practical defense sense, we have no 
other viable alternative. 

The Soviet Union, through their mas
sive arms buildup, has placed us in a 
position where we must act now. The 
projected ability of the Soviets to make 
our land-based missile force vulnerable 
in the mid-1980's dictates that we pro
ceed with further MX research and de
velopment. The missile forces which the 
Soviets have in place and which they 
will continue to build and improve upon 
have placed us in this situation. 

The Secretary of Defense, Harold 
Brown, made a telling point when he 
stated, "When we build, they build. When 
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we cut back, they build." Arms control is 
a two-way street. We have learned that 
the thing the Soviets respect most is 
strength. The strategic Triad of land
and sea-based missiles and bombers has 
served us well in this respect. 

However, that Triad of weapons is ag
ing and we must take corrective actions. 
We are doing just that. The MX missile, 
Trident submarines, and air-launched 
cruise missile forces we are developing 
and building will accomplish this task. 
The diversification of our strategic weap
ons poses the most complicated of chal
lenges to a Soviet war planner. He can
not simply channel his resources to de
f eat one type of weapon. Instead, he must 
work on antisubmarine warfare to coun
ter our missile submarines; he must work 
on air defense to counter the air-breath
ing leg of air Triad; and he must devote 
massive resources to counter our land
based missile force. This is the crux of 
diversification and of our Triad. By aban
doning our land-based force and substi
tuting a new and different submarine
based missile force, we make his job 
easier. 

Mr. President, I have not made up my 
mind yet on the SALT II treaty. But one 
thing is certain: If this treaty is ratified, 
with or without my support, then I want 
to immediately begin negotiating for 
arms reduction, rather than arms limita
tion. If the treaty is not ratified and sent 
back for renegotiation, it will be because 
it did not go far enough. In either event, 
recent history has shown that negotiat
ing from strength is the best posture in 
dealing with the Soviets. I want our ne
gotiators to be in the best possible posi
tion, one of strength, to achieve these 
desired goals. 

Mr. President, strategic superiority at 
the level of weaponry is what we are talk
ing about. This deals as much with per
ceptions as megatonnage. I want the So
viet Union to know that they cannot get 
away with even the perception of placing 
our strategic forces in jeopardy. While I 
am not thrilled about building a weapon 
with a potential first-strike capability, 
the Soviets have embarked on this course. 
The only way we can hope to get both 
sides to stop is to make them as uncom
fortable as we are in such a situation. If 
we can somehow negotiate the threat 
away-fine. If we cannot, then I must 
feel-and make them feel-that what 
they are trying to do to us to improve 
their position simply will not work or be 
tolerated. This is why MX must be built 
and I urge my colleagues to support it 
and defeat the Hatfield amendment. 

Mr. HOLLINGS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 

10 minutes to the Senator from South 
Carolina. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I want 
the RECORD to be clear on exactly what 
it is that this Senator is voting for today. 
I am voting in favor of the MX missile, 
but I am most certainly not voting in 
support of the racetrack basing mode 
which has been proposed. 

The need to move ahead swiftly with 
building the MX missile is, of course, ap
parent. Our aging Titan and Minuteman 

missiles are, every day, more vulnerable 
to Soviet counterforce weapons. The So
viets have not only built larger and more 
powerful missiles than we, but they have 
developed an accuracy on a plane with 
our own technology. Last-generation 
weaponry is inadequate to our security 
requirements. As a vital leg of the Amer
ican strategic triad, our ICBM's must 
be afforded maximum survivability. The 
MX is, in short, sorely and urgently 
needed. Of course, one weapon alone 
cannot redress the military imbalance 
which favors the Soviets, and the MX, 
while twice the size of a Minuteman, is 
still very much smaller than the Soviet 
SS-18-the "heavy" missiles which we 
are allowing the Soviets to build and de
ploy and which now number 308. The MX 
will be a potent and needed addition to 
our arsenal, however, and, with the 
proper kind of basing mode, can signifi
cantly enhance our missile survivability. 

Supporting the MX missile and sup
porting the racetrack basing mode are 
two entirely different things. MX is the 
right missile, but the racetrack basing is 
nonsensical extravagance. It is a budget
buster of the first order, and in terms of 
cost-effectiveness fails miserably to 
make the grade. I have looked at the 
matter of costs, and I can say that, with
out doubt, an MX system with the race
track basing mode is going to cost the 
American taxpayer somewhere between 
$30 billion and $90 billion. If there were 
no other way to do it, and given the need 
to do whatever we must to insure the 
safety of our people, we would be justi
fied in going ahead. But there are other, 
less costly options. One is the vertical 
shelter (MPS) system, which would be 
less expensive, and I think considerably 
more effective, than the racetrack. I 
think the record ought also to show that 
if it had not been for SALT I, with its 
sanction of Soviet "heavies" and its 
denial of American "heavies,'' we would 
not have some of these problems. Simi
larly, we would be in a better position to 
consider the option of an ABM system 
to protect our country. We could deploy 
an ABM system for somewhere in the 
vicinity of $10 billion, which is quite a 
saving when compared to the extrava
gance of the racetrack. 

Thanks to their SALT ingenuity, the 
Soviets now have us debating not only 
the need for new weaponry, but also 
whether, under SALT II, we can even 
proceed with the development and de
ployment of the systems under consider .. 
ation. Defense Secretary Harold Brown 
and Soviet Defense Minister Dmitriy F. 
Ustinov discussed this specifically, and 
Ustinov indicated that both the race
track system and the multiple-aim point 
system would be violations of SALT II. 
SALT I constrained us from proceeding 
with what was essential. SALT II will 
accomplish the same end for the Soviets. 
There must be no question that we can 
proceed with so-called deceptive basing, 
vertical shelters, and whatever else is es
sential to the effective deployment of the 
MX missile. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, let 
me repeat to my colleagues that by vot
ing to def eat the Hatfield amendment, 
they are in no way closing off their con-

sideration of basing systems other than 
the racetrack mode. We will have the 
opportunity to discuss and debate the 
basing system, and the vote today does 
not impact that debate any way whatso
ever. 

Mr. President, what I am supporting 
is the initiative of my distinguished col
league from Alaska, who has prepared 
an amendment saying that none of the 
funds appropriated under this paragraph 
for continued development of the MX 
missile may be used in a fashion which 
would commit the United States to only 
one basing mode for the MX missile 
system. Anyone who wants to continue 
the Triad should realize that we need 
the MX. The Minuteman, with its three 
warheads, is just not powerful enough 
against a hard target with the capacity 
of the SS-18's in Russia. We need that 
kind of capacity-the 10 warheads at 
335 kilotons per warhead, or 3,350 kilo
tons total-if we are going to stay in 
the competition. 

Mr. President, this is a very interesting 
thing: How do we make survivable this 
limited number of missiles? For one 
thing, we go right straight to the debate 
7 years ago, on SALT I and the heavy 
megatonnage SS-S's, which were later 
developed into the SS-18's. We objected 
at that time and we opposed SALT I, but 
we were told not to worry, that we would 
equalize that in SALT II. 

Now we have gone to SALT II but we 
have not done away with the SS-18's. If 
we had, all we would need is the MX 
missile in the same Minuteman silos and 
you would not have the $50 billion to 
$60 billion operational racetrack, hori
zontal, open the doors, shut the doors, 
budget-busting, Rube Goldberg arrange
ment. We should have gone to the con
ference and said, "Look, we are not here 
to get permission to put 308 heavies in 
for ourselves. The SS-18's are like rattle
snakes; we are trying to get rid of the 
rattlesnakes, because these SS-18's are 
what is destabilizing. It is rattlesnakes 
that are causing the difficulty, so let us 
get them out of the house." 

Henry Kissinger finally realized it 
after SALT I. He tried in 1973 to limit 
the number of heavies to 50, ,and 
he tried again in 1977 to limit 
them to 150. But barring that, we needed 
to have at least that kind of parity. If 
we could not get rid of them, we should 
have insisted upon the additional mega
tonnage of 150 extra MX's. Three hun
dred and eight SS-18's have more mega
tonnage of destruction than all the 
ICBM's and all the Poseidon submarine
launched ballistic missiles of the United 
States put together. 

So much for that. I emphasize the cost, 
which bothers all of us here in the Sen
ate. Hawk and dove, conservative and 
liberal alike, realize that we are going 
into exorbitant costs for something that 
was never fully considered. We have a 
multiple-point vertical protection system 
that is verifiable. We can take off the 
covers at any time. They will tell you 
in SALT II, it is not; that is because the 
Russians did not like it. But it is verifi
able and it is survivable. 

So it is at the Soviet request that we 
go from the vertical to the horizontal. 
And if the very alert press would please 
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go out and talk to Martin and to Boeing, 
to the contractors, and ask them cate
gorically to answer the question: "What 
is the difference between the vertical in 
cost and the horizontal in cost," they 
would be told 20 billion bucks. That is 
why I say SALT II is a budget buster. 

Look at some of the other budget 
busters in SALT II. We have to have 
"Functionally Related Observable Dif
ferences" for the B-52, at a cost of $300 
million. We have to have a new wide
bodied carrier to deliver the cruise mis
sile. That is $2 billion more. We are 
denied optimal use of our cruise mis
siles which could save us planes at the 
front, and billions of dollars more; the 
Soviet Navy has SSN-3's. But we are not 
allowed. We are restricted. We do not 
restrict the Soviets' intermediate ballis
tic ~20, but we restrict our intermedi
ate cruise missiles. And they call that a 
good contract, a good agreement. 

SALT II is replete with budget bust
ers, and if we end up with this $20 billion 
racetrack mode, that will be the biggest 
budget buster of all. 

We debated on defense on the floor 
of the U.S. Senate earlier this 
fall and proved categorically that if we 
turned down SALT II in the next 10 
minutes there would not be one addi
tional military program under the 5 per
cent voted by this U.S. Senate. But if we 
approve it, here is $20 billion more. 

The Secretary of Defense in his letter 
to the distinguished chairman-and I 
take it that has been printed in the 
RECORD-admits to $1 billion, and this is 
$20 billion more here. 

That is why I feel very strongly we 
need that MX, but do not need this 
horizontal racetrack, race around kind 
of system, that anybody with good com
monsense realizes is not workable. 

Mr. President, I know the time of the 
chairman is really limited, so I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. President, I thank the distin
guished chairman. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

HARRY F. BYRD, JR.). Who yields time? 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, we 

switch from one aisle to another. I yield 
to the Senator from Virginia for 3 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Virginia is recognized. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank 
my distinguished chairman of the Senate 
Armed Services Committee. 

I have the utmost respect for my dis
tinguished colleague from Oregon, but I 
rise in opposition to this amendment. 

I have now served during my first year 
in the Senate as the ranking minority 
member of the Research and Develop
ment Subcommittee of the Armed Serv
ices Committee. That subcommittee has 
held lengthy hearings on this matter 
with many witnesses. We have consid
ered carefully the MX missile system
both the missile and its various basing 
modes. 

Mr. President, we have not spent any 
considerable time, very little, if at all, 
on the system proposed as an alternative 
by the distinguished Senator from 
Oregon. The feasibility of similar systems 

had already been considered by the De
partment of Defense and rejected. 

I wish to urge my colleagues to place 
their trust and confidence in the ex
pertise of the Senate Armed Services 
Committee and to rely on its decision as 
a committee that this system commonly 
known as MX is essential for America's 
future defense. 

I believe it would be a very serious mis
take to cut funding for development of 
the MX missile and to support instead a 
program with so many unknowns as the 
so-called shallow underwater missile 
system. 

The MX missile program which is now 
before us is a program which has been 
thoroughly studied over the course of the 
last several years. The Department of 
Defense has studied the MX program 
and the Congress has reviewed it year 
after year. There is now widespread con
sensus that the MX program is a sound, 
cost-effective, and stabilizing means of 
responding to the problem of the vulner
ability of our fixed, land-based missiles. 
The President believes the MX is a sound 
and necessary program; the Secretary of 
Defense believes it is a sound and nec
essary program. The Defense Science 
Board believes it is a sound and necessary 
program, and a substantial majority of 
both Houses of Congress have so far be
lieved it to be a sound and necessary 
program. 

The details are complex, lengthy, and 
in part, classified, and I shall not go into 
them at this point. 

I wish we did not have to build the 
MX. We surely could find better ways to 
spend the funds if they were not neces
sary for our security. 

But they are necessary. The Soviets 
have made the MX decision for us. They 
have built their strategic forces up to a 
point where they provide a destabilizing 
threat to the survival of the land-based 
portion of our deterrent. 

We have no real choice. Either we 
restore the survivability of our land
based missile force or we accept a de
stabilizing situation and a much dimin
ished deterrent. 

The amendment offered here is a ques
tionable substitute for the MX program. 
It offers a system whose concept has 
been seriously considered by the Depart
ment of Defense--and rejected. It is a 
program filled with unknowns. It is a 
program of reduced capabilities, great 
technical uncertainty, and doubtful sur
vivability. It is a program that may wind 
up costing far more than MX in the end. 

Mr. President, the arguments against 
this amendment have been made in de
tail by others and I shall not repeat those 
arguments any further. The President, 
the Secretary of Defense, and the rele
vant committees of the Congress all 
support the MX program and they would 
therefore oppose this amendment. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. STENNIS. I am glad to yield to 
the Senator from Utah for 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Utah is recognized. 

Mr. GARN. l\1r. President, I thank the 

distinguished chairman of the Armed 
Services Committee. 

Mr. President, to save the time of the 
Senate, I ask unanimous consent that a 
statement by me before the Appropria
tions Committee of the House of Repre
sentatives in Cedar City, Utah, on the 
MX, November 5, 1979, be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR JAKE GARN 

Recent decisions by President Carter with 
regard to the MX, a land-based intercon
tinental ballistic missile (ICBM), will have 
important consequences for the security of 
the United States and the lives of the people 
of Utah. Approximately 30 percent of the 200 
MX missile force will be deployed in south
western Utah. It is, therefore, essential that 
we examine this issue with great care, and 
I appreciate this opportunity to address the 
issue of MX and its impact on U.S. national 
security and the state of Utah. 

MX: What ls it and why do we need it? 
The MX, or Missile-Experimenta.1, is a 

land-based intercontinental range ballistic 
missile which ls intended to augment our 
present Minuteman ICBM force. The MX w111 
be able to carry a heavier load, and therefore 
a larger number of multiple independently 
targetable reentry vehicles, or "MIRVs", and 
be more accurate than our current land
based ICBM missiles. The deployment of MX 
will give the U.S. an enhanced capability 
to credibly threaten Soviet military targets. 
The improved destructive potential of the 
MX missile, and its technical capabilities, 
however, are only effective as a deterrent 
when the chances for the missiles' survival 
are good. 

President Carter has proposed to deploy 
the MX in horizontal shelters around what 
has been called a "racetrack" or "closed
loop" basing system. The random deploy
ment of one MX among twenty-three shel
ters will dramatically increase the number 
of targets a Soviet surprise attack would 
have to contend with in order to assure 
themselves that the U.S. would not be able 
to effectively retaliate. This same concept ap
plies, whether we are talking about a "race
track" basing system, or other possible bas
ing modes that could be adopted for MX. I 
would have preferred, in fact, to explore the 
vertical, multiple protective shelters as op
posed to the racetrack system. I believe it 
would be less costly and more survivable. 

The United States needs the MX missile 
because of the growing imbalance between 
our own strategic forces and those of the 
Soviet Union. The number of Russian mis
siles and their size and accuracy have in
creased to the point that they now pose 
a very real threat to our Minuteman missile 
system. This was described by Secretary 
of Defense Harold Brown, when he ob
served: 

"The combination of accurate guidance 
and the large number of warheads expected 
in the early 1980s will give their (the So
viets') ICBM force the capability to destroy 
most of our ICBM silos with a relatively small 
fraction of their ICBMs. This is the most 
serious problem we face, probably in terms 
of threat to our strategic forces and certain
ly in terms of perceptions of equivalence." 

Why has this situation been allowed to 
develop? It seems hard to believe, doesn't 
it, that we would have knowingly placed 
ourselves in such a vulnerable position? The 
reason is actually quite simple, and can be 
summed up in one word: MAD. MAD is the 
acronym for the doctrine of Mutual As
sured Destruction which ls the theory that 
has guided our strategic arms decisions tor 
the past fifteen years. It says, in effect, 
that nuclear war is effectively deterred 
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when both the United States and the Soviet 
Union a.re vulnerable t.o a. nuclear attack 
that would devastate their ma.jo~ popula
tion and industrial centers. The citizens-
the civilian population-a.re, in effect, held 
hostage. 

Homes, libraries, schools, churches, 
museums and factories a.re the principal 
targets-not •the missile silos, a.Ir bases or 
harbors. This is the theory that makes Civil 
Defense or a.n ABM system wrong, because 
they would be "provocative acts". This is 
the theory that allows President Carter to 
feel he is justified in saying that just one 
Polaris submarine carries enough destruc
tive power to effectively threaten the So
viet Union because it can destroy Mos
cow and Leningrad, and several other major 
Soviet cities. This so-called "Counter
va.Iue" targeting concept, required by the 
MAD theory, is no longer valid, if it ever 
was. 

Even Dr. Henry Kissinger, one of the pro
ponents of the MAD concept, now says it 
is wrong for today's world. Mutual Assured 
Destruction is no longer valid, because it is 
no longer "mutual". The Soviets have a. mas
sive civil defense prograim; they have a.n 
ABM system, and could quite easily deploy 
it thrQughout the country in a. crisis sit
uation. They a.re aiming their missiles a.t 
our missiles and a.t our bombers and sub
marines, and improving their accuracy so 
they can take out our ability to retaliate. 
Both SALT I and now SALT II have failed 
to meet the promise of arms control that 
would reduce this growing threat. To a 
certain extent, the failure of SALT II was 
inevitable, because the failure of SALT I 
left us in a very weak bargaining posi
tion. 

You simply don't deal effectively with 
the Soviet Union from a. position of weak
ness. If we a.re ever to bring them to con
sider arms reductions we must strengthen 
our own position. The deployment of MX in 
a. survivable basing system will give us back 
some of that strength. A rejection of the 
tired old concept of MAD, and an improved 
ability to target and destroy Soviet mili
tary-not civilian-targets, must go a.long 
with the deployment of MX. 

Let me say a. little more a.bout the im
plications of MX for arms control. 

IMPLICATIONS FOR ARMS CONTROL 

A recent editorial in the Wall Street 
Journal pointed out that the Soviets "use 
arms control negotiations as a.n offensive 
weapon to gain real military advantage". 
If we a.re to be successful in competing with 
the Soviets in the area of arms control, we 
need to recognize that Soviet arms con
trol strategy is geared towards undermining 
Western security. Harvard Professor Richard 
Pipes has noted that the Soviet Union has 
used SALT to freeze our strate~ic nuclear 
systems, to inhibit our technological initia
tive, and to undermine our national commit
ment or perception of need in defense mat
ters. The control and reduction of nuclear 
weapons is a. worthy goal. But attempts to 
achieve it must be equitable and verifiable, 
and they must promote international peace 
and stability. Thus far, U.S.-Soviet arms 
control etrorts have been none of these 
things. 

Unless and until we are prepared t.o mod
ernize our strategic forces, the Soviets will 
never be willing t.o negotiate meaningful 
arms control. In testifying before the Sen
ate Foreign Relations Committee, Henry Kis
singer stated that: 

"Ra.rely in history has a nation so passively 
accepted such a. radical change in the mili
tary balance. If we are to remedy it, we must 
first recognize the fact that we have placed 
ourselves at a significant disadvantage volun
tarily." 

The litany of U.S. defense programs that 
have been either cancelled or delayed in re-

cent years includes the B-1 bomber, the 
Trident submarine and missile, the MX ICBM 
we are discussing today, cruise missiles, 
and the neutron bomb. If this trend con
tinues, our negotiating position in future 
SALT talks will become increasingly unten
able. As Kissinger went on to note in his 
testimony: 

"SALT cannot be a substitute for defense 
programs. If we fall behind by our own ac
tions, SALT runs the risk of perpetuating a.n 
inequality. If we want equality, we must 
build to equality." 

The fact is, that had the SALT process to 
date not been such a monumental failure, 
particularly in allowing the Soviets to con
vert their light SS-11 ICBMs into very ca
pable and destructive SS-19s and especially 
in legitimizing the exclusive Soviet deploy
ment of 308 SS-18 heavy missiles, then U.S. 
I.CBMs would not be so vulnerable today, 
and we would not be faced with the need to 
build the MX. 
SOCIO-ECONOMIC AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

The people of Utah have traditionally been 
supporters of a strong national defense pos
ture. I know this continues to be the case. 
Nonetheless, there are legitimate concerns 
which the people of this state have raised 
regarding the deployment of the MX in Utah. 
These concerns must and will be addressed. 
I have no doubt in my mind that this nation 
can provide for its self-defense while at the 
same time safeguard the material well-being 
of its citizens. 

I believe that early identification of prob
lems and openness in dealing with them are 
the keys to a successful MX deployment. The 
Air Force should be commended for its open
ness and its efforts to work with state and 
local government in Utah and Nevada. I hope 
the Air Force will recognize that expendi
tures to mitigate environmental and socio
economic impacts are as much an expendi
ture for national defense as expenditures on 
the missile system itself. Clearly, it is fully 
identifying and dealing with these problems 
at the front end that the way will be cleared 
for MX to be built. 

There is much experience to draw on: the 
Alaska pipeline, the Trident submarine base 
in Seattle, a decade of construction of enor
mous power plants and coal mines in the 
West. We will need to draw on the lessons 
learned in each of these prior efforts to com
petently and effectively manage the direct 
impacts and the side-effects of building this 
vita.I system. 

The key to coping with· the staggering 
problems we will likely encounter is two
fold: planning and money. Effective planning 
will require involvement of state and local 
governments throughout the process as joint 
partners, not simply as reviewers at the end 
of the process. I commend the Governors of 
Utah and Nevada for establishing MX task 
forces in each of their states, and for estab
lishing a bi-state task force to coordinate 
and integrate the efforts of the two states. 

As far as funding is concerned, I think the 
recent construction of the Trident submarine 
base in Seattle provides a useful yardstick. 
In a project which cost $800,000,000 approxi
mately $200,000,000 additional was provided 
for socio-economic impacts. This does not 
mean the Department of Defense must pro
vide the same ratio of funding for Utah and 
Nevada in constructing MX. It simply means 
DoD and the Congress must provide full nnd 
timely funding to get the job done in a 
manner satisfactory to the residents of these 
states. 

Let me now comment briefly on some spe
cific areas where we are likely to experience 
the greatest problems. First among these is 
water. The Air Force has an ongoing drilling 
program to locate supplies. The water au
thorities in Nevada and Utah should be fully 
involved in all drilling and allocation studies. 

It is not enough to quantify the construction 
and operational needs of MX. We've been 
told there is more than adequate water for 
these purposes. The real focus must be on 
developing and maintaining supplies for the 
population attracted to the area, both per
manent and temporary. Further, I believe 
the Air Force must comply with state water 
law and must not seek to assert a federal 
water right, reserved or unreserved. In addi
tion, the Air Force must understand the 
relationship between underground water and 
surface water flows, and make certain that 
in mining underground water for the enor
mous supplies needed they do not deplete 
our water aquifers at a rate faster than they 
are recharged. 

Second, very careful analysis must be done 
to examine the impact of the MX construc
tion on the supply of concrete, construction 
workers and associated skilled workers, and 
other raw materials. It is my understanding 
the Air Force will fund job training for local 
residents and this is laudable and essential. 
But we must balance the recruitment and 
carefully plan the purchase of materials and 
services from both inside and outside the 
state, to make certain other areas and sectors 
of the state aren't starved for resources or 
priced out of the market. 

Third, the question of land use must be 
raised and responsibly addressed. We need 
full disclosure of possible restrictions around 
'tne 25 square miles of fenced shelters. Addi
tionally the 8,000 or 10,000 miles of roads 
and railways, although constituting only 75 
square miles, will realistically impact thou
sands of square miles. There must be a full 
exploration of restrictions for security rea
sons which might be necessary, and the im
plications of those restrictions for access to 
and use of the land involved in the project. 

Finally, the whole question of the boom/ 
bust nature of this development must be 
carefully phased to smooth out the peaks 
and valleys of going from 25,000 workers and 
perhaps 100,000 people total at the peak of 
construction, to a permanent settlement of 
a.round 40,000 people. Our communities 
could be saddled with financial obligations 
for very expensive improvements-schools, 
hos pi ta.ls, etc.-which will be necessary to 
accommodate the population at its peak dur
ing the height of construction. The Depart
ment of Defense, and the Air Force, through 
joint planning with state and local govern
ments, and through full front end financ
ing, must make certain this does not happen. 

It will not be easy to meet the kinds of 
challenges that I have noted. It may even 
prove to be impossible. I have said recently 
that I am pessimistic about the MX ever 
being built. It's an expensive program, and 
one you just don't complete overnight. Over 
the years of its development the costs for 
deployment will increase. The figure of thirty 
billion dollars or so is expressed in today's 
dollars, with little or no hedge for infiation. 
No one can really say with any certainty 
what it will ultimately cost. And there is no 
guarantee that this Congress or this Presi
dent, much less a future Congress or a fu
ture President, will continue the funding 
necessary to complete the program, however 
militarily important the MX system is. Look 
at what happened to the B-1. 

I hope I am wrong. I hope my pessimism 
is unfounded. I hope we can develop a bas
ing mode and a construction program whose 
benefits to the state and the nation far out
weigh the costs, which I also hope we can 
minimize. I hope we'll meet that challenge. 
It will take a lot of work and a firm commit
ment from the people of Utah and Nevada 
who would have to live with the system and 
the impacts of its development. It will also 
require the dedicated efforts of public offi
cials at every level of government. As a Sena
tor representing the State of Utah, I will 
certainly do all in my power to assist in 
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meeting this challenge. I wm be watching 
the development of MX very carefully. Every 
dime spent on the MX must be approved by 
the Defense Appropriations Subcommittee, 
on which I serve. That subcommittee will be 
holding hearings similar to this hearing to
rlay during the early, pre-construction stages 
of the MX program, as part of its responsi
hility to oversee the ex~nditure of public 
funds. 

I would also like to point out that Gen
eral Guy Hecker, Special Assistant for MX 
Matters, U.S. Air Force, has a.greed to brief 
the Utah delegation on a bimonthly basis 
during the initial construction stages of the 
MX and on a more frequent basis whenever 
we request him to do so. 

CONCLUSION 

The U.S. has delayed action on the MX for 
far too long. We have placed in jeopardy an 
essential element of our strategic nuclear de
fenses . We have shown a lack of resolve to 
compete with the Soviets, and they, in turn, 
have done everything they can to exploit 
our self-imposed lethargy. 

Let us now, therefore, work in a construc
tive manner and spirit to make the MX pro
gram a success for national defense policy 
and a social and economic model for the 
natton. 

SUM: IT DOES NOT ADD UP 

Mr. GARN. Mr. President, the SUM 
<shallow underwater missile) system 
proposed on September 18, 1979, is of 
dubious technical feasibility. The idea of 
placing three Minuteman III interconti
nental ballistic missiles (ICBM's) weigh
ing 100 tons on a very small 450-ton sub
marine is extremely questionable, to say 
the least; but even if it is possible to 
design a small submarine that can carry 
so large a missile, the SUM strategy is 
neither cheap, effective nor compatible 
with arms control. 

Proponents of this strategy seem to be 
comparing total acquisition costs of the 
MX system with partial acquisition costs 
of the SUM system. Moreover, there are 
many other costs for the SUM system 
that are hidden costs. Also, there is no 
comparison of the military effectiveness 
of the two systems, nor is there an evalu
ation of the impact of SUM on strategic 
arms control. But first, let me disqualify 
SUM compared to MX on cost grounds 
alone. 

MX VERSUS SUM 

[Fiscal year 1980, in billions of dollars) 

MX SUM 

Acquisition ______ ________ __ ___________ t 33. O 212. 0-16. O 
Operations and support (0. & S.), 15 yr _ 6. 6 18. 0-21. O 

HIDDEN COSTS 

R. & D. on SUM system _________________ ______ _ 
New submarine bases ___________ __________ ___ _ 
ASW forces to protect SUM submarines: 

2 P-iC squ~~rons (24 aircraft) : 
cqu1S1t1on _____ _____________________ _ 

O. & S. (15 yr>- - - --------------------

6 att~~~~~~t%3:~~-e_s_~~~~?~- ------ _____ ___ _ 
0. & S. (15 yr) ______________________ _ 

1 patArol f~i~a.te squadron (12) : 
cqu1s1t1on ______ ____________________ _ 

0. & S. (15 yr) ___ _______ __ __________ _ 

.5- 1.0 
2. 0- 3. 0 

. 36 
• 27 

3. 0 
1.4 

2. 4 
I. 5 

Total__ ________________ __ __ 39. 6 47.1-55. 6 

• Missile and construction. 
2 Submarine only. 

It is well known that operational costs 
for SLBM's are far higher than for 
ICBM's, even with the proposed "race
track" basing concept of MX. To oper-

ate 138 submarines of the type neces
sary for the SUM strategy would re
quire the construction of new submarine 
bases or large scale construction of 
facilities at existing bases-at great 
costs. Such construction would involve 
the same sort of economic and environ
mental impacts associated with MX. 

Another major hidden cost would be 
the cost of defending these submarines. 
They would be exceptionally vulnerable 
to antisubmarine warfare (ASW) . They 
would be extremely slow and be easily 
detectable by sonar, because large mis
sile canisters would be strapped on their 
sides. The coastJal areas of the United 
States are not sanctuaries. CUrrent 
ASW forces are needed for other mis
sions and should not be diverted to pro
tect these submarines, which would be 
little more than sitting ducks if they 
were not def ended. Since spare ASW 
forces currently do not exist, they would 
have to be acquired and operated at 
very substan tiial cost. 

The military effectiveness of Minute
man II missiles on small submarines 
could not compare with the MX. Not 
only would their warheads need to be 
smaller, but their accuracy would be far 
less. Indeed, it is difficult to imagine 
that these missiles would be ias accurare 
as the current U.S. Trident I missiles 
which have the benefit of a much more 
sophisticated navigation system than 
could be put aboard so small a sub
marine. 

In addition, Submarine IJaunched 
Ballistic Missiles <SLBM's) have a much 
lower alert rate--it is about 50 percent 
for Poseidon submarines. For the type 
of small conventional submarines that 
the SUM system requires, the alert rate 
could be no more than 30 percent or 40 
percent compared to over 90 percent 
with the MX. Hence, the difference in 
the forces between the two competing 
systems would be about 1,800 MX war
heads on day-to-day alert compared to 
perhaps 500 SUM warheads on day-to
day alert, and the MX warheads would 
have a higher yield. 

Since these submarines would be con
ventionally powered, and since the 
United States has not done ·anything 
significant in the development of diesel
electric submarine propulsion for per
haps 20 years, the SUM submarines 
would have to operate at periscope 
depth, snorkeling for most of the time 
in order to provide air for operation of 
the engine. This would substantially in
crease their vulnerability to ASW and to 
some form of advanced satellite detec
tion. It is striking thiat this proposal 
would have us attempt to meet improv
ing Soviet ASW capabilities in the 1980's 
and 1990's with the most primitive type 
of submarine that exists in the world 
today. 

The possibility of putting more U.S. 
strategic nuclear weapons systems on 
submarines <although usually on far 
more technically feasible systems> has 
been studied in the past and consistently 
rejected. This course involves placing 
far more of our retaliatory assets in a 
single basket, and at this time a surviv-
able submarine communications system 
does not exist, nor is one planned. The 

small submarines of the SUM system 
proposal would have a far more severe 
communtcations problem than even the 
existing, more sophisticated U.S. missile 
submarines. 

If the United States puts its ICBM's 
on submarines and concentrates them in 
the relatively small oceans of the east 
and west coast of the United States, it 
opens the possibility that the Soviets 
could "barrage" attack the Continental 
Shelf area with weapons in the 50-mega
ton range. Tens or hundreds of these 
weapons might be detonated to destroy 
these submarines in the event of a So
viet attack. Very large yield thermonu
clear weapons are cheap and could be 
produced in large numbers. In the event 
of an attack, the tidal waves and :flood
ing of our heavily populated coasts 
would be catastrophic. 

Perhaps the most telling argument 
against the SUM system is that it is not 
compatible with arms control. If we de
sign a missile canister that can be at
tached to a very small submarine and 
successfully test launch an ICBM that 
could be deliverered to its target with 
high accuracy, then it becomes impos
sible to verify the provisions of SALT II 
or any feasible anns control agreement. 
If we can do this with the least capable 
submarine in the world, the Soviets can 
certainly do this with any of the hun
dreds of existing Soviet attaick subma
rines that are many times larger than 
the proposed SUM submarines. Also, the 
Soviet Union has three missiles-the SS-
13, SS-16, and SS-20-that are compar
able in size to the U.S. Minuteman m 
and since they are all solid fueled, they 
could easily be used in a Soviet SUM 
system. 

If one wished to promote the technical 
feasibility of the SUM system, one must 
conclude that the Soviet Union has the 
potential of deploying thousands of addi
tional warheads by this scheme alone. 
The Soviet Union has reportedly been 
constructing submarine berthing tun
nels which would allow the conversion of 
large numbers of existing submarines to 
such missile launchers without detection. 

Many years ago in the 1960's when the 
United States studied the future of its 
SLBM force it concluded that a large 
submarine like the Trident was more 
cost effective than small submarines in 
maintaining missiles at sea. While one 
may challenge the choice of the specific 
Trident design, it is clear from all stud
ies that very small submarines are not 
a cost effective means of putting missiles 
to sea. 

In the uncertain world of the late 
1980's and 1990's it would be unreason
able to abandon the ICBM element of 
our strategic nuclear forces triad
ICBM's, SLBM's, and aircraft-bombers 
and planned cruise missile carriers. Un
fortunately, we are moving in this direc
tion by our failure to modernize our 
forces. We have allowed our ICBM force 
to become vulnerable and we are in the 
process of allowing our bomber force to 
become vulnerable. 

In 1800 the United States had under
way a program to build large frigates. In 
an economy move, President Thomas 
Jefferson canceled the construction of 
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these vessels and used the money to 
build large numbers of very small gun
boats. These turned out to be almost 
completely useless; firing a single round 
almost capsized them. The few large 
frigates we had built in the 1 790's helped 
prevent the defeat of the United States 
in the War of 1812. If we make a mistake 
of a similar nature in the 1980's, the se
curity of the United States will be seri
ously jeopardized. 

Mr. President, this one area I do have 
some personal expertise in. For 4 years, I 
was a Navy pilot and I was in an anti
submarine squadron. I spent a good 3 
years of that 4 years looking for subma
rines. 

It is a difficult task, at best, to find 
them. Fortunately, since I did that, our 
capabilities have improved considerably 
over the Soviet Union. This area is one 
area where we are far ahead in our 
ability to detect and destroy submarines. 

But as one who spent 3 years of my 
life looking for submarines, there is one 
thing we really like. We like them in 
shallow water. It is so much easier to find 
them in shallow coastal waters than in 
the deep blue ocean, there simply is no 
comparison. 

The equipment that is availaible, I 
certainly will not discuss today. But it is 
much easier to find them in shallow 
coastal waters. 

Secondly, once we have found them, 
it is much easier to destroy them. Be
cause of the ground effect of conven
tional depth bombs, or atomic depth 
bombs, it would be much easier to de
stroy them than in the open waters. 

Where we have very slow-moving 
diesel electric submarines that must 
snorkle to get air, the signature of those 
submarines from a noise level puts them 
in a category where current Soviet ASW 
capabilities would make it possible for 
them to find them much easier. 

It would not compare to our atomic 
powered submarines, with quiet-running 
gear-but again, not to get into all the 
detail. 

So, from a matter of personal experi
ence, in my opinion, it just does not add 
up. It is not technically feasible. It is not 
cost effective. I believe it would end up 
costing far more than MX. 

So, with all due respect to my distin
guished colleague from Oregon, I must 
vote against his amendment and encour
age my Senate colleagues to do so. 

In closing, I agree with some of my 
colleagues that I do not like the race 
track system for the deployment of the 
MX. I think the administration made a 
mistake. I think the vertical system 
would be much more efficient, certainly 
more cost effective. 

I hope as we go along that, in the 
basing mode, we can make some changes 
in the future, long before the deployment 
dates of the MX. 

I thank the distinguished chairman of 
the Armed Services Committee. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, I yield 3 minutes to the 

Senator from Michigan. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I oppose 

this amendment, with a number of reser
vations which I shall describe in a 
moment. 

As a member of the Committee on 
Armed Services, I have devoted much 
time during the past months to assess
ing the issue of the perceived vulner
ability of our land-based missiles, the 
ICBM's, to a Soviet first strike in the 
early to mid-1980's. 

I also have spent many hours eval
uating the proposed solutions to this 
postulated problem, especially the 
mobile MX missile system with its sig
nificantly increased hard-target kill ca
pabilities. 

The shallow underwater missile 
CSUM) system, a variant of which is be
ing proposed by my colleague from Ore
gon, also has been the subject of my 
studies, as have other proposals, such as 
mobile Minuteman III's and enhanced 
cruise missile options. 

As a result of these analyses, I con
tinue to have serious questions about the 
proposed MX missile system. 

I raised those questions in my addi• 
tional views in our Armed Services Com
mittee's reports on the fiscal 1979 sup
plemental and fiscal 1980 defense au
thorization bills. Although these addi
tional views, in part, address specific 
committee actions or details about the 
MX system which have now been "over
taken by events," the basic concerns I 
expressed about MX remain relevant. 

To briefly summarize my concerns, I 
have serious reservations about MX on 
the basis of military utility, arms control 
implications, cost, and environmental 
effects. 

I believe that the United States must 
maintain a strong nuclear deterrent, but 
I am not yet convinced that the MX 
system is the best way for us to maintain 
this deterrent in the future. 

It is unclear that we need to field a 
system which, at certain deployment 
levels and with its increased silo-killing 
capabilities, could seriously upset stra
tegic stability. Development of any mis
sile/basing combination which is capa
able of a disarming first strike against 
Soviet missiles could undermine the stra
tegic nuclear balance which supports 
deterrence. 

I also question whether a large deploy
ment of MX is compatible with general 
arms control considerations, and 
whether we ever could have sufficient 
confidence that any mobile missile sys
tem the Soviets might deploy in response 
to MX would be adequately verifiable 
under future arms limitation agree
ments. 

The cost of the MX is skyrocketing 
faster than most of us can keep pace, 
and reports abound that the system 
will cost some $50 billion rather than 
the official $30 billion price tag. We will 
have to ask ourselves whether such a 
large amount of money or part of it, 
could buy us more defense if it were 
spent elsewhere. 

Despite these reservations, Mr. Presi
dent, I voted to authorize the fiscal 1980 
budget request of $670 million for MX 
so that we can continue the research 
effort to develop possible solutions to 
the perceived vulnerability of our 
ICBM's in the next decade and to address 
some of the concerns about the present 
MX plan. 

I think it is reasonable to continue 
this research, which is all that these 
funds support. And it is important to 
underscore that these funds do not com
mit us to production or deployment of 
MX, and that our approval of this ap
propriation does not commit is to future 
production or deployment of MX or its 
basing mode. 

Congressional decisions about such 
production or deployment will be made 
in the future, after much more evalua
tion and debate. That fact was demon
strated during a colloquy between my
self and the distinguished floor manager 
of the appropriations bill before us, my 
friend and colleague from Mississippi, 
during deliberation on the fiscal 1980 
defense authorization. 

To refresh my colleagues' memory on 
this important issue, I ask unanimous 
consent that the text of that colloquy 
be printed in the RECORD at this point: 

There being no objection, the colloquy 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, will the Sena.tor 
yield me 2 minutes? 

Mr. STEN~Is. Yes, I yield the Sena.tor that 
time. 

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Senator very much. 
Mr. President, there has been some dis

cussion about the MX missile program this 
morning. I should like to make five points, 
then ask the chairman if he might be w1lling 
to comment on the accuracy of these points. 
I think it will clarify the debate somewhat; 
in any event, it will clarify my position. 

The money in this b111 for the MX mis
sile and basing systems can only be spent 
on research and development of these sys
tems, and not on their deployment. 

The money in this bill for the MX pro
gram is for full scale engineering devel
opment of the missile and its basing sys
tems, and not for any production and de
ployment of fully operational MX missiles. 

The "full scale engineering development" 
phase in the life of any weapons systems is 
still a "research and development" stage and 
not a "production" or "deployment" stage. 

By approving this authorization b111, which 
contains the money for full scale engineering 
development of the MX missile e.nd basing 
systems, the Senate is not committing itself 
to production and deployment of this system. 

Any decision to produce and deploy opera
tional MX missiles is a decision the Senate 
will be asked to make in the future when it 
considers future Defense Department author
ization bills. 

I believe, after talking to the staff of the 
Armed Services Cpmmittee, that those points 
are all accurate and true. I would welcome 
a. comment, if possible at this time by Sen
ator STENNIS. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, these questions 
are relevant. I have read them over before. 
The answer to all of them is, "Yes." 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, because I 
think it is reasonable that this research 
continue, I oppose the pending amend
ment to delete such funds. 

At the same time, I can say that my 
studies of the strategic nuclear option 
supported by the sponsor of this amend
ment, the option known as "SUM," have 
indicated to me that we should study 
forms of this alternative while we con
tinue research on the MX system. 

The cost.s, military utility, and arms 
control implications of SUM ought to be 
examined, so that we can at some future 
date decide whether it represents a viable 
alternative to the proposed MX system. 
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The Senate should have the benefit of 
such a study before it decides the final 
disposition of the MX program. 

. I ask unanimous consent that my Ad
ditional Views on MX be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the addi
tional views were ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 
ADDITIONAL VIEWS OF U.S. SENATOR CARL 

LEVIN-FISCAL YEAR 1979 SUPPLEMENTAL 

Our deliberations on the supplemental 
raised significant issues about the best ap-
proaches to modernizing and protecting our 
land-based, intercontinental ballistic mis
sile (ICBM) force. 

While I believe that the United States 
must maintain a strong nuclear deterrent 
and that we should protect our strategic 
forces., the Administration's proposal to ac
celerate full scale engineering development of 
the M-X missile and its main basing modes 
caused some concern. 

I have serious reservations about the util
ity and wisdom of developing the larger M-X 
missile and about one of its basing modes
the multiple protective structure (MPS) or 
"shell game" option. 

Development of such a missile, which 
clearly would be capable of destroying, in a 
first strike, Soviet mis.slles in their hardened 
concrete silos, could be dangerously de
stabilizing to the strategic nuclear balance 
which supports mutual deterrence. In a 
crisis, one nation, fearing that its missiles 
could be destroyed on the ground by the 
other nation's ICBM's, might be prompted to 
strike first itself. Thus the threshold to nu
clear war might be lowered. 

I also question whether the MX/MPS 
basing option is compatible with general 
arms control considerations and more spe
cifically with the concern that a similar 
system deployed by the Soviets might not be 
verifiable under an arms control agreement. 

If such a. deceptive basing system were 
deployed by the Soviet Union, we might face 
extreme difficulties in determining whether 
the Soviets are complying with their arms 
control commitments. As a result, meaning
ful arms control agreements in the future 
might be much more difficult to achieve. 

Lastly, I am skeptical whether a. MX/MPS 
weapon system would be survivable in the 
!ace of an increasing Soviet threat, if that 
threat is not constrained by a. fractionation 
limit on adding warheads, such as the limit 
being considered as pa.rt of an emerging 
SALT II treaty. 

Deployment of the system could drive both 
sides to build thousands of wa.rhea.ds
enough to target one or two warheads on 
each opposing missile silo, with many more 
remaining for other offensive or deterrent 
purposes. 

Thus, without a. fractionation limit, de
ployment of an MX/MPS weapon system 
could therefore plunge both the United 
States and the Soviet Union into a new and 
increasingly dangerous, expensive--and ulti
mately futile--arms competition. 

Despite these reservations, I voted for the 
Committee decision to approve funding for 
full sea.le development Of the MX missile 
and for continued research into which of the 
two ma.in basing options--MPS or the air 
mobile plan-is the more prudent course to 
follow. 

I supported the funding request for MX 
and basing modes research and development 
to provide the Administration full fiexibUity 
to continue its necessary evaluations of all 
reasonable missile and basing configurations. 

This research will a.now us to determine 
the best means by which we can maintain a 
credible ICBM deterrent, so we do not make 
a premature decision to pursue a particular 
basing mode and missile size which might 
later prove to be the incorrect choice. 

I also was able to support the Committee's 
actions on MX because a final missile e.nd 
basing decision was not linked by the Com
mittee to Senate consideration of any emerg
ing SALT II treaty. 

The following report language does not 
mean that a final decision relative to a par
ticular basing mode is stated to be necessary 
for adequate evaluation of the Fiscal 1980 
defense budget request and the contemplat
ed SALT II agreements: 

The Committee requires a definitive pro
gram from the Administration, including the 
design characteristics and basing mode for 
the M-X missile, in order to evaluate ade
quately both the fiscal year 1980 budget re
quests and the anticipated SALT II agree
ments. 

The language quoted above is only an in
dication that as much precise information, 
definition and analysis on MX and its ha.sing 
modes as possible should be made available 
to help us make an informed decision on 
such matters as SALT II. 

Thus, our Committee has allowed the Ad
ministration to keep open all its options rel
a.ti ve to the MX missile and basing mode and 
to make those decisions as responsibly as 
possible. 

Also, I am not committed to future devel
opment, or deployment, of a MX missile and 
mobile basing system. Such decisions will be 
made in the future, and the Committee on 
Armed Services and the Congress will have 
every opportunity to e.na.lyze and debate the 
issues at the appropriate time. 

Our Committee's actions, in my view, sim
ply provide for the necessary scientific effort 
to assist our government to gather and assess 
sufficient information to enable it to make 
one of the most important weapons systems 
decisions facing this ne.tion in recent his
tory. 

It was under these circumstances that I 
supported the Committee's decisions on this 
pa.rt of the supplemental. 

ADDITIONAL VIEWS OF U.S. SENATOR CARL 
LEVIN-FISCAL YEAR 1980 AUTHORIZATION 

MX MISSILE PROGRAM 

Although the committee rejected even 
more specific language mandating the de
tailed characteristics Of a. future MX missile 
and basing mode, the extensive language it 
did adopt does not adequately address the 
arms control implications of the various op
tions being considered to modernize our 
ICBM forces. 

The arms control ramifications of these 
options should be considered to be as impor
tant a.s their military effectiveness and cost 
characteristics. I am concerned that the more 
this committee pushes for a. system only on 
the basis of military effectiveness and cost, 
the more likely it is this country will develop 
and deploy an ICBM which is dangerously 
destabilizing to the strategic nuclear balance. 

There a.re some ICBM modernization op
tions which a.re militarily and cost effective 
and which also contribute to arms control. 
others meet the first two criteria. but so fail 
by the last measure that they could lead to a 
futile, and foolish escalation of the arms 
competition between ourselves and the 
Soviets. 

By the language in this bill, some Mem
bers of the committee clea.rly wish to drive 
the administration to select the most decep
tive land-basing mode for the MX, regardless 
of whether it is compatible with reasonable 
and prudent arms control policies. Since 
arms control and military capabilities a.re 
complementary, not mutually exclusive, vari
ables in any national security equation, I 
must disagree with this approach. 

As I expressed in my "Additional Views" 
to our committee's report accompanying the 
fiscal year 1979 Department of Defense Sup
plemental Authorization Act, I have serious 
reservations a.bout the utllity and wisdom 

of developing the larger MX and about some 
of the basing mode options being considered. 

Development of any missile/basing combi
nation which is capable of a disarming first 
strike against Soviet missiles could under
mine the strategic nuclear balance which 
supports deterrence. In a. crisis, one nation, 
fearing that its missiles could be destroyed 
on the ground by the other nation's IOBM's, 
might be prompted to strike first itself. Thus 
the threshold to nuclear war might be low
ered, and we would all live in a. much more 
dangerous world. 

In an effort to encourage a timely decision 
a.bout ICBM force modernization, the com
mittee is applying pressure in the wrong 
direction. I agree that the administration 
should make its decision as soon as possible 
in this area. I do not agree that the Congress, 
at this time, should force selection of a par
ticular missile and basing mode--especially 
one which might create as many problems 
as it attempts to solve. 

The committee's restrictive language on 
MX runs this risk. For example, if the ad
ministration selects a. system which is better 
for arms control, and thus our overall na
tional security, but is not more, ·only equally, 
militarily effeotive and costs more than an
other, more dangerous system, could it pur
sue this more desirable system under the 
committee's bill language? The answer to 
that question is far from clear. 

The consequences of a forced decision on 
ICBM modernization, should that choice lead 
to a. less stable nuclear environment and 
upset ·the balance Of mutual deterrence, a.re 
sufficiently grave that the committee should 
resist further attempts to apply this pres
sure through similar bill language in the 
future. 

CARL LEVIN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I thought 
the Senator from Oregon might want to 
use some time now. Senator SCHMITT 
would like a few minutes, 'but he is not in 
the Chamber at this time. 

We can have a short quorum call, if 
the Senator from Oregon wishes. 

Mr. HATFIELD. I do not care to use 
any time at this moment. I will use time 
in closing, but I want to hear the argu
ments. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second? There is a suflicient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I sug

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. On whose 

time? 
Mr. STENNIS. On my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 

will call the roll. 
The second assistant legislative clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 
3 minutes to the Senator from New Mex
ico. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Mexico is recognized for 
3 minutes. 

Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, I think 
it has been made clear today, and it will 
be made clearer to the people of the 
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country, as to the importance and need 
for the development and production of 
the MX missile, regardless of the method 
of deployment we in Congress eventually 
approve for that missile. 

Even if problems are in making that 
decision, there is no question that the 
production of the MX missile can proceed 
and should proceed because there are op
tions for its use, even without a major 
new deployment system. It is compatible 
with the existing Minuteman deployment 
system and could be a great asset there. 

There is a need, in the meantime, to 
decrease the vulnerability of that Min
uteman system through the short-term 
fixes that are necessary, I believe, even 
without the present availability of the 
MX system. 

I have talked about that before with 
the distinguished chairman of the Armed 
Services Committee, and it is hoped that 
those alternatives for short-term de
creases in the vulnerability of our Min
uteman system will be made. 

They include, of course, the replace
ment of 100 Minuteman !I's with Min
uteman Ill's; the acceler·ation of the 
long-life battery program; further ac
celeration of the air-launch control sys
tem (ALCS), phase III and expansion of 
that program to provide airborne launch 
control for all Minuteman III's; the ex
pansion of the Mark 12-A warhead pro
duction to include the additional Minute
man III missiles. 

These, of course, do not substitute for 
the MX but are steps we must take in the 
short term to insure that the vulnerabil
ity of our intercontinental ballistic mis
sile system is at a minimum as we enter 
the 1980's. 

I hope our colleagues will strongly en
dorse the production of the MX system, 
while Congress reserves to a future time 
the consideration of the final mode of 
deployment of that system. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator 
from New Mexico. 

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator 
from Nevada. 

Mr. LAXALT. I thank the chairman. 
Mr. President, on June 7, 1979, Presi

dent Carter gave the go-ahead for fur
ther development of missile X, the pro
posed MX intercontinental range ballis
tic missile <ICBM). On September 7 he 
decided to deploy the system in the so
called race track basing mode. As cur
rently envisioned, the MX would be far 
more capable and much less vulnerable 
to attack than any existing American 
missile. It is scheduled to become Qpera
tional in 1986. 

Since the early 1950's, the basic goal of 
American nuclear policy has been to 
deter a Soviet attack by threat of massive 
retaliation. In other words, if we are 
able to absorb a Soviet strike and then 
destroy a large ·enough percentage of 
Soviet military and economic capacity 
they would be deterred from attacking 
us. We have bet the Russians will not 
attack us because of the massive de
struction that we could rain on them if 
they did. 

In 1974, Defense Secretary James 
Schlesinger made explicit a second goal 
that had been implicit in U.S. planning: 
our forces should be capable of limited 

attacks on selected economic or military 
targets. If the President faced a Soviet 
provocation less cataclysmic than a nu
clear strike on our cities, he should be in 
a position to launch a similar retaliatory 
attack. 

This two-pronged philosophy, how
ever, has been threatened by rapid 
growth in both numbers and accuracy 
of new Soviet monster missiles. Demands 
for the development of the MX are re
lated to this growth and to the argument 
that by about 1982 Moscow will be able 
to destroy nearly all of our interconti
nental missile force and still have enough 
weapons to hit remaining military and 
civilian targets. 

The MX would remove that threat. 
Because of its hide .. and-seek character
istic, the Soviets wiuld have to hit every 
one of the MX's possible launching sites 
to be sure of destroying the system. And 
enough sites could be built to assure that 
even if such an attack were launched, 
the Russians would have nothing left 
over afterward, leaving themselves vul
nerable to deadly retaliation. 

Missile X has an extensive history, 
with early proposals dating as far back 
as 1973. Logistically, the MX would be a 
king-sized weapon, measuring 92 inches 
in diameter and standing 70.5 feet tall, 
greater than a six-story building. It 
would weigh 190,000 pounds and be de
signed to carry up to 10 or more war
heads, each capable of being aimed at a 
different target. That capability would 
narrow the gap which has opened 
through extensive Russian development 
of large missiles in recent years. 

The MX is not only more powerful 
than the Minuteman, our current ICBM, 
but it is also more accurate. That im
proved accuracy would also help neutral
ize at least some of the growing Soviet 
numerical advantage. 

Mr. President, as my colleagues are 
well aware, the United States today re
lies on a strategic nuclear force com
posed of three parts: Land-based mis
siles, bombers, and nuclear submarines, 
what the military refers to as the nu
clear triad. 

In this context, the MX would give us 
distinct national security advantages. 
For example, it would keep the Soviets 
from concentrating their forces in a 
single area and insure our safety should 
one or two elements of the triad be de
stroyed or fail. But more importantly, 
the MX would guarantee continued ef
fectiveness of the land-based missile 
force in the face of growing Soviet mis
sile capability. 

The MX would be survivable and could 
deliver a devastating retaliatory punch 
against Soviet strategic forces. Its sur
vivability is based on the fact that So
viets would not have enough warheads in 
their ICBM force to destroy all of the 
MX silos. Ideally, they would be deterred 
from attacking by the sheer difficulty of 
such a task. If the Soviets did attack, 
their ICBM forces would be so greatly 
depleted that they would be unable to 
laurich attacks against other weapons 
systems and American cities. 

The MX would also narrow the cur
rent U.S. deficit in throw-weight. As my 
colleagues are well aware, this is the 

weight of the weaponry placed on a tra
jectory toward an enemy target. Throw
weight is a basic indicator of military 
strength. Once this discrepancy is nar
rowed and the United States is more 
equal in throw-weight, there would be a 
perception by the Russians that they 
could gain no significant advantage by 
attacking our forces. Hopefully, this kind 
of balance would also give the Soviets 
an incentive to join us in considering ef
fective arms control measures in the fu
ture. 

Basically, then, the advantages of the 
MX are that it would serve to deter any 
potential Soviet attack on us, thus neu
tralizing any political advantages which 
might be gained by a perceived superi
ority of Soviet forces over the United 
States. 

Personally, I am greatly disturbed by 
our deteriorating defense capability vis
a-vis the Soviet Union. As I see it, we 
must immediately take the necessary 
steps, in terms of increased defense 
spending, to insure, in the decades to 
come, that we never slip into an inferior 
position militarily relative to the Soviet 
Union. 

As I see it, the MX system is a vital 
part of this country's answer to this seri
ous problem. It provides the kind of fire
power and accuracy which will be neces
sary to be an effective counterweight to 
Soviet power. And I think it essential 
that we begin without delay. 

Mr. President, I oppose the amend
ment of the Senator from Oregon, not so 
much in terms of the concept. I have 
lived with this problem perhaps as much 
as any of my colleagues, because MX, in 
the contemplated present base mode, has 
more impact upon my State than any 
other State. It is my view, from talking 
with the people in the Air Force and 
with others, that the matter of the base 
mode is literally up for grabs. 

As we know from observing the situa
tion in the last year, there was talk ini
tially of the so-called shell game, the 
holes; then we moved to talk of trench
ing; and finally we came with racetrack. 

Racetrack has an impact upon my 
State of enormous proportions. It will 
literally gut the center of the State of 
Nevada, taking-under the present 
plan--some 21 interior valleys, with im
pact upon water, with impact upon the 
labor situation, with great impact upon 
the areas with small rural population. 

It is my view we need MX. I share the 
sentiments of those who have previously 
spoken. We absolutely need this system 
in terms of effective counterforce to the 
Soviets. Where the basing mode should 
go I do not know. As I have expressed to 
the chairman I have great reservations 
about the racetrack as does he and as 
do others. Whether we should go to 
subs I do not know. I think that the 
question is. At this time should we pro
ceed with MX? We should proceed with 
the system. The matter of the basing 
mode in connection with the racetrack 
and these others I think warrants com
plete investigation and it may well be 
that the submarine concept, as proposed 
by the good Senator from Oregon, has 
merit. I do not know. Perhaps that is 
part of the system. 
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In conclusion, let me simply say this: 
I feel as do my colleagues mostly that we 
should go with MX. There is the matter 
of basing mode and other problems in 
terms of whether we should follow the 
concept of the Senator from Oregon or 
whether we should go to racetrack, or 
whatever. 

I thank the chairman. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, first of 

all, I wish to say that some of the tech
nical questions or challenges that have 
been raised by various colleagues dur
ing the course of the discussion on this 
amendment have all been sufficiently 
answered in material that I used at the 
beginning of my comments. In consid
eration of the time factor we are in
volved in here, I will not seek to repeat 
them one by one at this time, but merely 
to indicate that those technical ques
tions were addressed earlier on and were, 
I believe, adequately responded to. 

I only wish to make one or two brief 
comments in closing. First of all, I think 
we have gotten a very clear signal today 
that one of my major arguments is truly 
verified by the debate in the Chamber. 

I have indicated that the time in which 
our land-based missiles are vulnerable 
would be significantly reduced by going 
to a Minuteman III/SUM system. 

I say this because I have heard sena
tor after senator rise on the :floor today 
to challenge the basing mode of the MX 
missile, the racetrack. Only a few weeks 
after the Commander in Chief of the 
armed services of the United States, the 
President of the United States, Mr. 
Carter, announced the basing mode we 
have a letter introduced today by the 
chairman of the Armed Services Com
mittee in the RECORD from Secretary of 
Defense Brown, and I wish to quote from 
the second page of it in which Secretary 
Brown says: 

In summary, the $670 million allows us to 
continued FSED on both missile and basing 
with a full option to switch basing modes at 
F. later date. 

Here is the Secretary of Defense in
dicating within a few weeks after the 
announcement by the President that we 
are not sure what the basing mode will 
be. 

Is this not a clear signal that this is 
a confused system already fraught with 
all kinds of delays so that the vulner
ability of our ICBM's is going to be even 
greater than what I already estimated in 
my opening statement? 

If land-based ICBM vulnerability is 
truly the most significant strategic prob
lem we face today, as the President an
nounced. then I think this Senate has 
a responsibility to do everything possi
ble to reduce that vulnerability time 
factor. What I am asking for today does 
not commit the Nation to a weapons 
system. But it gives us some money to 
go ahead and make some final studies 
that would be necessary before we could 
actually launch the system. 

Why we are unwilling to use a little 
money out of this vast barrel that we 
are appropriating for the Pentagon to 
lookl at an option that would reduce the 
time factor of our vulnerability, is be-

yond my imagination and my ability to 
understand. 

For those who hawe said, "Perhaps the 
fact that we are still in the R. & D. stage 
means that we are not committed to 
the MX missile," let me say my intent 
is to stop MX missile in its track. 

I make no effort to hide or to some
how camoufiage that my real concern 
here is to stop this counterforce weapon 
before the momentum behind its devel
opment goes too far. 

In 1974, we appropriated $4.2 million 
for research on the MX; in 1975, it 
jumped to $37.3 million; in 1976, it 
jumped to $36 million plus $13 million; 
in 1977, it jumped to $69 million; in 1978, 
it jumped to $134 million; in 1979, it 
jumped to $158 million; and now it has 
jumped to $670 million. 

Let no one be misled: This is one of 
those almost irrevocable steps that we 
are taking today for a commitment to an 
MX missile counter-force system, and 
that to me represents a very dangerous 
step for this Nation to take. 

Mr. President, as my colleaglleSknow, 
I enjoy reading history, and I shared 
with my colleagues on the Appropria
tions Committee a reflection on an anal
ogy to what we are doing here, and that 
analogy I think is a valid one. It goes 
back to the arguments which were run
ning rampant in the military establish
ment of France after World War I. "How 
were we going to stop the German hordes 
from ever invading our great nation 
again." The argument came down during 
that period between World War I and 
World War II as to whether or not they 
should do one of two basic things: build 
a great Maginot Line, a military dino
saur, stationary, fixed, or should they do 
something relatively simple, put the 
French military on wheels? But no, with 
that complex, confused military mental
ity that so often predominates until one 
dinosaur follows another dinosaur, they 
opted to create that great magnificent 
sophisticated military line of defense. 
They rejected the simple proposition to 
put the military on wheels in order to 
make it mobile and thus more effective 
in responding quickly to any challenge. 

All I am suggesting here is, instead of 
building another military Maginot Line, 
which in this case is even more dangerous 
because it puts us into a counterforce 
strategic strategy, but is also just as 
vulnerable to future complications. Why 
not shift to the quick mobility of putting 
our Minuteman III into a shallow under
water submarine basing mode to patrol 
the coastal waters of the United States. 

That is merely an observation. I am 
not sure that I want to be proven right, 
down the road, because of our failure to 
take the action that I know we are not 
going to take today. But at least I want 
to say for the record that I think it is a 
serious, dangerous decision we are mak
ing to develop a counter! orce weapon 
when we have not even gotten SALT II 
to the floor. Yet at the same time refuse 
to take the action of appropriating just 
$20 million for SUM/Minuteman m. 
That is pin money, petty cash for the 
military. That is what slips between the 
cracks every day or so in their cost over
runs. That is all I am asking-to at least 

give us another option to protect our 
ICBM's. 

I am ready to yield back my time. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I want to 

take 1 minutes here in reference to the 
presentation by the SenatOr from Oregon 
of his amendment. He has talked to sev
eral of us about the points he has made 
here today, and I am glad to see him 
bring them out in debate. I know he made 
a contribution here in this very difficult 
subject. It is a matter which those of us 
who are on the Committee on Armed 
Services have lived with, particularly for 
the last 2 years. But he, in his fine way, 
even though not a member of the com
mittee, has worked on it in addition to 
the other burdens he already carries, and 
he has really made a contribution here 
today. 

Mr. President, the Senator from North 
Dakota (Mr. YOUNG) and I think the case 
has been covered, and we propose that 
the unused time be yielded back now. 
Before I do that, I have a letter here, Mr. 
President, regarding the MX, dated to
day from the Secretary of Defense that 
I think ought to go in the RECORD. It 
came to me in my official capacity. So 
I ask unanimous consent that the letter 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, D.C., Nov. 8, 1979. 

Hon. JOHN C. STENNIS, 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, 

U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Omce Of the Sec

retary of Defense and the Air Force have ex
amined closely the problem of future ICBM 
surviva.b111ty. After detailed study, we have 
come to the conclusion that the horizontal 
dash M-X basing mode best serves this end. 
We are now working at full speed on achiev
ing an Initial Operational Capab111ty (IOC) 
of ten missiles and an appropriate number of 
protective structures by July of 1986. The 
FY 1980 budget request now contains $670 
million for M-X research and development 
and $5.4 million for modification of rocket 
motor test fa.c111ties. Of the $670 milllon, $44-0 
million is allocated to Full Scale Engineering 
Development (FSED) of the missile itself 
(propulsion, reentry system, guidance and 
control, performance and software, etc.). 
We have also allocated $230 million for bas
ing FSED (shelter design, vehicles, command 
and control, etc.) . Of the $230 milllon, only 
$55 million is uniquely dedicated to the 
horizontal dash basing mode. In addition, 
the FY 1980 Milltary Construction Appro
priations Act provides $57 million to con
struct flight test faciUties at Vandenberg 
AFB, California. The facilities to be con
structed with these funds can be used re
gardless of the basing mode chosen. 

Any legislation that would delay basing 
mode development by restricting the funds 
will cause a. slip in IOC equal to the length 
of the resulting delay in selection of basing 
mode. If our work on basing is delayed by a. 
year, this irretrievably delays deployment in 
a. survivable mode by a year. However, full 
funding of FSED of bOth missile and basing 
at this time does not commit us uniquely to 
the hori:rontal dash basing mode. A shift to 
another land based system because of tech
nical or other factors discovered during Full 
Sea.le Engineering Development (FSED) dur
ing FY 1980 would ca.use only the loss of the 
$55 million uniquely tied to the horizontal 
dash. By proceeding with FSED now, a. shift 
to a different basing mode could be made in 
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FY 1981 'With minimum impact on both cost 
and schedule. 

Many have assumed that the dash feature 
was motivated by SALT considerations. In 
fact it was added to provide increased sur
vivab1lity. This added survivability, obtained 
through the capacity rapidly to move the 
missiles, is felt to be essential should the 
Soviets obtain the capability to locate the 
missiles in their shelters. The added cost for 
SALT related features is about $1 billion, 
primarily for SALT verification ports and as
sociated equipment. 

In summary, the $670 mill·ion allows us to 
continue FSED on both missile and basing 
with a full option to switch basing modes at 
a later date. Furthermore, the basing activ
ities include detailed analysis on environ
mental impact, water availability, and socio
economic factors which affect the preferred 
deployment area, though no FY 1980 funds 
will be spent for actual land acquisition or 
any basing construction. Completion of this 
activity will permit us to proceed with land 
withdrawal activities necessary to insure an 
initial construction start in 1982. Appropria
tion of the requested amount without re
striction does not preclude the Congress 
from making a final judgment in the basing 
mode at a later date, while still protecting 
the planned IOO date. 

Sincerely, 
HAROLD BROWN. 

A SURVIVABLE ICBM FORCE 

•Mr. CULVER. Mr. President, I have 
given close and careful attention to the 
MX program in recent months. The Re
search and Development Subcommittee 
of the Senate Armed Services Committee 
has held numerous hearings. 

Last summer I wrote an article for the 
Des Moines Register, elaborating my 
views on this controversial program. I 
ask that this article be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The article follows: 
WHY CARTER SUPPORTS MX Mlssn.E 

DEVELOPMENT 

(By JOHN C. CULVER) 

In evaluating President Carter's decision to 
go ahead with the MX misslle, a number of 
important questions need answers: ( 1) 
Exactly what was the decision? (2) Does it 
enhance or upset the historic triad concept 
of strategic deterrence that has served well? 
(3) Is its cost out of line for its mission? (4) 
Does it impair or fit in with our prospects 
for nuclear arms control agreements with 
the Soviet Union? 

Carter did not make a final decision on 
production and deployment, and such a deci
sion is several years away. We are not 
cemented into an inflexible program for the 
future. 

Let's consider whether proceeding with the 
MX is consistent with our strategic-arms 
planning over the years or is a radical and 
dangerous departure from it. 

For two decades the United States has 
maintained a triple-threat strategic force 
consisting of land-based intercontinental 
ballistic missiles (ICBMs), submarine
launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs) and 
bombers. Unlike the Soviet Union, which con
centrates about 70 percent of its strategic 
power in ICBMs, we have developed a ver
satile, flexible and highly survivable triad 
which safeguards effectively against both 
evolutionary threats and sudden technologi
cal breakthroughs. 

The versatility of our strategic forces gives 
us a unique edge. Eaoh of the three compo
nents helps to reinsure the effectiveness of 
the others, and thereby deters an attack. The 
launching of a disarming first strike against 
us is unlikely because the firing of enemy 
ICBMs would give our bombers 30 minutes' 
warning to take off, a.nd a close-in attack by 

submarine-launched misslles would not have 
the accuracy of explosive yield to destroy our 
ICBMs, though some of our bombers could 
be hit. 

The missiles aboard our nuclear subma
rines a.t sea would likely survive in either case 
with several thousand nuclear weapons ready 
to retaliate against the aggressor. Similairly, 
the combination of ballistic missiles and air
craft complicates enemy defense and helps to 
assure military effectiveness. 

Over the years we have invested billions of 
dollars in improving the survivability of our 
strategic forces. Our ICBM silos have been 
super-hardened. Our submarines have been 
made quieter to escape detection and have 
been equipped with longer-range missiles to 
allow much greater ocean operating areas. 
And our bombers have been equipped with 
electronic penetration devices and supersonic 
attack missiles. 

Our policy always has been to deter nuclear 
war by maintaining the strength and cur
rency of each component of the triad. Presi
dent Carter wisely decided against produc
tion of the B-1 bomber largely because its 
mission could be adequately performed by 
other, less costly means. Now military ex
perts are agreed that we have a problem that 
may threaten the survivability of one com
ponent of our triad in the next few years. 

In the past two decades, we have concen
trated on the accuracy of our missiles and 
diversity of delivery systems while the So
viets have centered their attention on size 
(throw-weight). However, in the next sev
eral years the Russians are expected to im
prove the accuracy of their missiles until it 
approaches the accuracy of our own. 

This would give them the theoretical ca
pacity to destroy one-third of our strategic 
triad, our ICBMs, in a surprise attack-as
suming that they could solve many other 
difficult technical problems and assuming 
that they would recklessly begin a war in 
which most of their country would surely be 
destroyed. 

Such an attack ls a remote, "worst-case" 
possibility. But we have always been ex
tremely careful in our planning and have 
structured our forces against probable Soviet 
capabilities regardless of perceived current 
intentions. We also have stressed survivabil
ity as one effective way of maintaining crisis 
stab1lity. · 

We might increase the deterrent threat of 
our existing forces by adopting a "launch 
on warning" policy, but there are dangerous 
risks from such a hair-trigger-that we 
might fire our missiles in response to am
biguous evidence of an attack and that the 
president would be confronted with a fatal 
"launch or lose" decision. 

Unilateral refusal to do anything to main
tain a survivable ICBM force, when we have 
a technically acceptable solution, might be 
seen as a sign of indifference or irresolution 
and would leave us without a ready response 
if the Soviet Union should ever in the fu -
ture achieve a capability to threaten our sub
marines or bombers. 

Although I am reluctant to support any 
new weapons system that could conceivably 
touch off a new phase of the arms race, I be
lieve the president's decision to continue re
search and development on the new missiles 
and on a more survivable basing method was 
justified. 

[Senator Culver has voted for two Penta
gon authorization bills for research and de
velopment on the MX: a supplemental 
authorization of $190 million for fiscal year 
1979 and a $670 million authorization for 
fiscal year 1980,-Editor.] 

The decision is not likely to spur the So
viets into any new activity because they ex
pected it. The first official Soviet response i1:1 
Pravda to the president's announcement was 
relatively calm and did not question that the 
new weapon will be within the limits of the 
SALT II agreement. The treaty permits each 

side to develop one new land-based missile 
system over the life of the pact. 

As I indicated earlier, a final decision on 
production and deployment is still several 
years ahead. It is now reported that Carter 
will choose a system of hardened shelters for 
missiles, to be connected by rail or road, 
either above or below ground. This system 
is considered preferable to the silo "shell 
game" option: for arms-control verification 
purposes and because the missiles could be 
moved to alternate bunkers more rapidly 
in case of need. 

But the basing system also will be sub
jected to intensive testing and study during 
the research and development period in the 
next few years. 

Congress will want to review this program 
in detail before committing additional large 
sums of money but there is a consensus in 
both houses that we must act to help ensure 
greater survivability to our ICBMs both as 
a possible counter to the anticipated Soviet 
threat and as a powerful incentive for the 
Russians to accept signHicant reductions in 
their own strategic forces. 

Because fixed land-based missiles on both 
sides are becoming vulnerable to improved 
missile accuracy, both nations have reason to 
reduce such forces and to seek means to as
sure greater survivability and crisis stability, 
such as by putting more missiles at sea. 

Like other major strategic weapons, the 
MX will not be cheap. To build and deploy 
the new mobile missile system will cost $25 
billion to $30 billion over the next 10 years, 
an annual increase of $2.5 billion to $3 bil
lion in the $135 billion defense budget. The 
ultimate criterion is whether or not the new 
system is needed. 

I have always said that in defense we 
should spend what is needed-whatever that 
may be-but only what is needed and no 
more. So far, no credible, less costly alterna
tive to the MX has been proposed to main
tain the survivab111ty of the land-based com
ponent of our strategic triad. 

The logical question arises: Why not, in 
the interests of economy and arms restraint, 
use our existing Minutemen ICBMs in a 
mobile basing system? One answer is that the 
Minutemen do not have the range for 
launching with full payloads from the south
western part of the country, which has been 
judged the best area for deployment. 

Another answer is that the Minutemen are 
not "nuclear-hardened" which means that 
they could be blocked out or rendered inop
erable by the electromagnetic effects of in
coming, exploding warheads. 

Yet another reason for going ahead with 
the MX is that the mobile MX would make 
us less dependent on sheer numbers of mis
siles, a point consistent with the objective o! 
arms restraint. Our present ICBMs, aging and 
ultimately in need of replacement, could be 
phased out within future arms agreements 
without reducing our retaliatory capability, 
thus helping to keep down the numbers o! 
weapons in the nuclear arsenals of both su
perpowers. 

Another suggestion that has been made is 
for a somewhat smaller version of the MX 
that could be launched from coastal waters 
by submarines or some other submerged 
launching system. This is one of the numer
ous options that was considered and ruled 
out, reportedly because of command and con
trol difficulties and the longer development 
time that might be required. But this and 
various other alternatives that were consid
ered could be recalled during the research 
and development period of the MX if new 
circumstances warranted. 

As chairman of the Research and Develop
ment Subcommittee of the Senate Armed 
Services Committee, I believe that a mobile 
ICBM system should be evaluated according 
to the following criteria: 

Since the goal of the system is crisis sta
bility (rather than a first-strike threat), we 
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should limit our missile numbers so that we 
do not drive the Russians to a vulnerable, 
hair-trigger situation in which they would 
feel that they had to strike first in a crisis 
in order to avoid losing their entire ICBM 
force. 

Our mobile-missile system must be com
patible with our arms-control agreements, 
especially in terms of verifiability of num
bers. And our standards must be sufficiently 
high that we could be confident of Soviet 
compliance if the Russians built an iden
tical system. 

The design must be technically sound and 
environmentally acceptable. 

The costs must be reasonable compared 
with any feasible alternatives to maintain 
our security. 

Although some observers view the MX as 
a price or bribe for Senate acceptance of the 
SALT II treaty, the pressures to begin full
scale development would have been very 
strong with or without SALT. In justice to 
the president, what he has done by his deci
sion is to choose a plan that takes full advan
tage of SALT's provisions and makes it diffi
cult for anyone who favors the MX to oppose 
the treaty. 

As mmtary and civ111an officials have re
peatedly admitted, the multiple-shelter sys
tem can be effective only if there are known 
limits on the number of Soviet nuclear war_ 
heads as provided by SALT II which would 
require them to assign most or all of their 
ICBM force just in the effort to destroy our 
ICBMs. 

Without SALT's warhead limits, the mul
tiple-shelter plan would be of dubious effec
tiveness or we would be caught up in a costly 
and continuing race to build new bunkers to 
match each new Soviet warhead Carter's deci
sion has the double advantage of responding 
to a widely agreed-upon defense problem 
with a plan that should strengthen support 
for SALT. 

In the long run, the security of both the 
United States and the Soviet Union will be 
improved if each nation has survivable re
taliatory forces and thus no incentive to 
strike first. The challenge for both sides will 
be to deal with the likely improvements in 
missile accuracy against fixed positions in 
ways that do not increase instability or un
dermine efforts at arms control. 

Until we find a better way, we should con
tinue research and development of the mobile 
MX system and simultaneously seek mutual 
arms-control measures in SALT III to ensure 
enhanced strategic stab111ty.e 

MX AND STRATEGIC DOCTRINE 

•Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, much 
of the attention on MX has focused on 
costs, basing mode and its relation to 
SALT votes. But a subject which has not 
received enough attention is the relation 
between MX and strategic doctrine-that 
is, what is the military purpose of the 
MX. 

First. Basic U.S. strategic nuclear pol
icy has been to have enough second
strike forces to retaliate against the So
viet Union if it struck first. This is mutu
al assured destruction. The United States 
presently has over 9,000 nuclear warheads 
to deliver against cities and military tar
gets. This is an absolutely assured de
terrent capacity. 

Second. Just because Minuteman may 
be vulnerable in the computer print-outs 
is not the same thing as having our whole 
deterrent vulnerable-that is, even if 
Minuteman were wiped out, the United 
States would still retain enough nuclear 
weapons-on our submarines and bomb
ers-where over 75 percent of our weap
ons are-to retaliate and destroy Soviet 

society. So even if Minuteman is hypo
thetically vulnerable, the United States 
is not vulnerable. 

Third. If military officials feel that 
Minuteman should be replaced, there are 
ways to do it which preserve the mutual 
assured destruction doctrine. Senator 
HATFIELD has suggested one and there are 
others. So this debate is really not about 
vulnerability at all. 

Fourth. The real issue in MX is that 
it is the weapon system designed to 
change our strategic doctrine from MAD 
to a first-strike counter! orce doctrine 
which can be employed either to engage 
in a game of nuclear "chicken" or to ac
tually fight limited nuclear warfare. MX 
represents a shift from deterrence to 
war-fighting. 

Fifth. There are several reasons why 
MX is a first-strike war-fighting weapon: 

It has the explosive power and 
accuracy in each warhead to wipe out a 
Soviet missile silo. 

The number of warheads planned 
for MX-2,000-will, when added to Min
uteman III warheads, give the United 
States a first-strike capability against 
Soviet missiles. 

The ICBM preserves the command 
and control features required for war
ftghting capability. 

Sixth. The shift from deterrence to 
war fighting represented by the MX has 
serious consequences: 

It will put a hair trigger on Soviet 
weapons because their ICBM's will be
come vulnerable and they will have to 
"use or lose" them. 

It weakens deterrence by making 
limited nuclear war a "thinkable" option. 
This makes nuclear war more likely. 

It makes nuclear weapons more 
usable in foreign policy crises since their 
actual military use short of full-scale 
exchange will be contemplated. Nuclear 
blackmail and nuclear brinkmanship will 
result. 

Seventh. Adopting the counterforce 
strategy, the flexible response doctrine 
and the MX weapon are dangerous and 
far-reaching developments. We should 
not give credibility to limited nuclear war 
scenarios and we should not shift away 
from deterrence. The MX gives the illu
sion of security while raising the likeli
hood of nuclear war.• 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
having been yielded back, and the yeas 
and nays having been ordered, the ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
of the Senator from Oregon. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

<During the call of the roll Mr. STEW
ART and then Mr. SARBANES assumed the 
chair.> 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the 
Senator from Arkansas <Mr. BUMPERS), 
the Senator from Nevada <Mr. CANNON), 
the Senator from Arizona <Mr. DECoN-
CINI), the Senator from Massachusetts 
<Mr. KENNEDY), the Senator from Geor
gia <Mr. TALMADGE), the Senator from 
Montana <Mr. BAucus>, the Senator 
from Louisiana <Mr. JOHNSTON), the 
Senator from Connecticut <Mr. R1B1-
COFF), and the Senator from Tennessee 
<Mr. SASSER) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Nevada 
<Mr. CANNON), the Senator from Con
necticut <Mr. RIBICOFF), and the Sena
tor from Arizona <Mr. DECoNCINI) would 
each vote "nay." 

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 
Senator from Tennessee <Mr. BAKER), 
the Senator from Arizona <Mr. GOLD
WATER) ;and the Senator from California 
<Mr. HAYAKAWA) are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SAR
BANES). Is there any Member of the Sen
ate present who has not voted and wishes 
to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 11, 
nays 77, as follows: 

Eagleton 
Gravel 
Hatfield 
Leahy 

[Rollcall Vote No. 397 Leg.] 

YEAS-11 
McGovern 
Metzenbaum 
Pell 
Proxmire 

NAYS-77 

Riegle 
Stevenson 
Weicker 

Armstrong Garn Muskie 
Bayh Glenn Nelson 
BellmCl'Zl Ha.rt Nunn 
Bentsen Hatch Packwood 
Bid en Hefiin Percy 
Boven Heinz Pressler 
Boschwitz Helms Pryor 
Bradley Hollings Randolph 
Burdiick Huddleston. Roth 
Byrd, Humphrey Sarbanes 

Harry F ., Jr. Inouye Scbm.itt 
Byrd, Robert C. Ja.ckson Schweiker 
Chafee Javits Simpson 
Chiles Jepsen Stafford 
Church Kassebaum StelllI1is 
Cochran Laxalt Stevens 
Cohe.ru Levin Stew.a.rt 
Cranston Long Stone 
Culver Lugar Thunnona 
Danforth McClure Tower 
Dale Ma.gnus.on Tsongas 
Domenici Mathias Wallop 
Durenberger Matsunaga Warner 
Durkin Melcher Williams 
EXIOil Morgan Young 
Ford Moynihan Zortnsky 

Baker 
Ba.ucus 
Bumpers 
Cannon 

NOT VOTING-12 
DeConcini 
Gold waiter 
Hayakawa 
Johnston. 

Kennedy 
Ribicoft' 
Sass& 
Talmadge 

So Mr. HATFIELD'S amendment (UP 
No. 787) was rejected. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the amend
ment was rejected. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I move to 
lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
any further amendment dealing with the 
subject of the MX? 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 788 

(Purpose: To insure that funds spent do 
not eliminate other basing modes for MX 
missiles) 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I have 
an amendment at the desk. I ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from Ala.ska (Mr. STEVENS) 
proposes .an unprinted amendment numbered 
788. 

On page 29 after line 2 add new sentence: 
"None of the funds appropriated under this 

paragraph to continue development of the 
:MX Missile may be used in a fashion which 
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would commit the U.S. to only one basing 
mode for the MX missile system. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a half-minute? 

Mr. STEVENS. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may we 

have order? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator will suspend for a moment? 
Will Members clear the aisles? 
The Senator from Mississippi. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I hope 

Senators will be able to hear the Senator 
from Alaska. This amendment is very 
important. Quite a few have joined 
the preparation of the amendment. It 
covers a problem which has been hanging 
fire, and which has now been worked out. 
The Senator from North Dakota and I 
are supporting it. 

Many of those who helped write the 
amendment will support it. We are going 
to ask for a rollcall vote. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I would 
like to add as cosponsors of this amend
ment the Senator from Oklahoma <Mr. 
BELLMON), the Senator from California 
<Mr. CRANSTON), the Senator from North 
Dakota <Mr. YouNG), and the Senator 
from South Carolina <Mr. THURMOND). 
I would be happy to welcome any others. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am to
day proposing an amendment which rec
ognizes the need for the MX missile sys
tem while making clear that the cur
rently suggested basing system should 
not be the only option we have. 

There is widespread recognition of the 
need for a new intercontinental ballistic 
missile to bolster our strategic forces. 
The Minuteman force we developed in 
the early 1960's is becoming increasingly 
vulnerable to the threat from the Soviet 
Union because of increasing power and 
growing accuracy of the Soviet warheads. 
As their new MIRVed ICBM's, the SS 
l 7's, SS 18's and SS 19's come into full 
deployment they will be capable of de
stroying up to 90 percent of our ICBM's 
in a first strike. 

. Th.e essential element the MX can pro
vide is a nuclear force which will survive 
a :first attack and provide a credible re
taliatory threat. This can be achieved 
by several basing modes. 

But it is clear that the increasing vul
nerability of our ICBM force demands 
a new missile system. I am a strong sup
porter of the MX missile and intend to 
do what I can to see that it is deployed 
promptly. 

I do, however, have very serious doubts 
about the basing mode proposed by the 
President. The system is expensive, cum
bersome, of questionable capability and 
presents serious environmental, social 
and legal implications which will un
doubtedly lead to delay and additional 
expense. Frankly, it appears to be the 
worst of the available options and may 
very well be designed to fail. 

This amendment makes it clear that 
the Congress does not consider this the 
best system. It is interesting to recall the 
President's decision to proceed with the 
MX missile was announced in late June, 
barely a week after the signing of the 

SALT Treaty in Vienna. But, no an
nouncement was made on the basing 
mode. 

The Air Force has long favored a 
vertical positioning mode which deployed 
the missiles in silos similar to the cur
rent Minuteman system. A major differ
ence is the large number of firing points 
which do not contain missiles. The un
certainty as to which silos contained 
missiles would require the dedication of 
an unwisely large number of Soviet war
heads to guarantee destruction of our 
ability to retaliate. Apparently, concern 
about possible verification problems and 
the Soviet reaction eliminated the verti
cle positioning system. 

Other options which had been con
sidered were a series of long trenches 
lined with railroad tracks. The missiles 
and launchers would shuttle along the 
tracks to hardened shelters where they 
can survive attack and be launched. An 
air mobile system calling for the deploy
ment of the missiles in aircraft and re
quiring mid-air launches of the missiles 
was also rejected. 

In place of these options the racetrack 
concept was decided upon and announced 
on September 7. This was after the 
Armed Services Committee was forced in 
its authorization bill to insist that the 
final basing system be detailed by Octo
ber 1, because of administration delay. 

I do not need to describe in detail the 
system here. It is a Rube Goldberg com
bination of the Transporter, Erector, 
Launcher vehicle (TEL) , weighing over 
60'),000 pounds of mobile surveilance 
shield to hide the TEL, a system of mass 
simulators, shelter ports, and other un
designed and untested technology. Its 
workability is open to enormous question. 

The system will establish 4,600 launch 
points in 200 separate racetracks for a 
total of 200 missiles. The entire system 
would cover 13,000-40,000 square miles, 
although when completed less than 100 
square miles would be fenced off. Ten to 
twelve thousand construction workers 
will be needed. The total official esti
mated cost will be $33 billion and other 
estimates range up to $60-$120 billion, 
annual operating costs will be $440 mil
lior... This is an extraordinarily expen
sive proposition and, although we need 
an effective defense, we have learned the 
hard way that cost has scuttled much 
needed systems, such as the B-1 and 
ABM. This project, largely because of 
the basing mode selected, may simply 
be too expensive to complete. 

When you are dealing with a project 
covering 13,000-40,000 square miles enor
mous environmental problems are pre
sented.Thirty-three Federal laws govern 
land acquisition. The requirements of 
NEPA, the Clean Air Act, the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act and all 
other environmental laws must be met. 
Enormous amounts of water in a very 
arid area are needed. The end result of 
the environmental and legal problems 
will undoubtedly be delay and higher 
costs. The experience of Alaskans on a 
project of great national security im
plications like the oil pipeline shows 
clearly what we can expect. 

The social effects of the massive con
struction project on the people and com-

munities of the affected areas are also 
enormous. Already opposition is begin
ning to surface. I am told the Governor 
of one of the affected Western States has 
requested enormous amounts of Federal 
impact money to help the local residents 
cope with the expected influx. 

In short, the system is one that I, 
frankly, do not think we will ever see 
built. I say this, not because I do not 
think the missile should be deployed. It 
should, but this basing system is not the 
right system. That is why I supported 
the Hatfield amendment in the commit
tee. But rather than terminate the entire 
MX program, I think we would do better 
to just keep our options open. 

I wish I could provide a better alter
native. The vertical positioning system 
long supported by the Air Force is sig
nificantly less expensive. The air mobile 
system would be more expensive but 
could avoid some of the environmental 
and social problems involved. Senator 
HATFIELD has suggested the Shallow 
Under Sea Missile system. This prob
ably deserves further review. 

A deep basing mode, employing sig
nificantly stronger and deeper silos, 
might also be practicable. There is no 
easy solution. We can avoid accepting 
by default this bad system if my amend
ment is adopted. 

It merely requires tha.t the other pros
pective options be kept available. Money 
cannot be spent which will commit us to 
only one basing mode. The design of the 
basing mode should allow the maximum 
flexibility so that the designs are adapt
able to other possible modes. Any land 
acquired must be suitable for use by 
alternative basing modes. Research on 
the basing mode must be valuable for 
alternative basing modes. No other 
funds should be spent unless they will 
benefit alternative modes. 

This does not have to lead to delay. 
The funds available can still be expended 
for research and development but the 
work should maximize the flexibility to 
insure the most reasonable system 
possible. 

We must insure that the MX missile 
is built. A strong survivable ICBM force 
is needed and the MX can provide it. 
We need it soon. But, what we cannot 
do is accept any basing mode for the 
convenience or politics of the moment 
when that basing mode is going to be so 
expensive it will soon be abandoned, so 
complex and untested that it will never 
work, so prone to delay that it will come 
into service years after it is needed. 

Our recent history is cluttered with 
examples of military systems which have 
been abandoned because of costs. The 
American people spent $5.7 billion over 
1 O years on the ABM system only to con
clude it was too expensive. The total cost 
of the B-1 bomber was $6.3 billion
again the cost was cited as excessive and 
the system was abandoned. The implica
tions of the B-1 decision on our strategic 
situation are becoming clearer every 
day. It was a mistake and we regret it. 

We cannot afford to make a similar 
mistake with MX. The basing mode must 
provide us with adequate survivability 
but not a lot of gimmicks and untested 
ideas. The current proposed racetrack 
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system is not the best and we need to 
make it clear that we must keep our 
options open. I ask the Senate to accept 
this amendment, which will simply state 
that the moneys involved in this bill will 
be made available but they cannot be 
used to commit the United States to only 
one basing mode for the MX system. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I shall 
try not to repeat, but this is a matter 
that has been discussed pro and con in 
the authorization committees, in the Ap
propriations Committees, and on the 
fioor, in the corridors, and in the press: 
the final basing mode that will be 
adopted for housing this new missile 
and launching pad, and so forth. Here is 
all this amendment does: It is in the na
ture of a limitation. It does not put any 
limitation on the amount of money, 
which is a total of $670 million, but it 
provides that none of this money may be 
ur.ed in a fashion which would commit 
the United States to only one basing 
mode for the MX missile system. That 
means just exactly what it says, a limita
tion. There will be no commitment, but 
it will still be an open question so far as 
the legislative branch of the Government 
is concerned. 

There is a lot of interest in it; there is 
difference of opinion about it. The Sen
ator from Alaska has worked on this lan
guage carefully and he usually has some
thing that has a meaning. 

Reference is made here to the different 
services. I am not interested in trying to 
protect or commit to one service or any
thing of that kind. What we want is 
results. 

The Senator from North Dakota and 
I have been exposed to -the problem all 
year and we are glad to join in this 
amendment. This is not being done be
hind the back of the Department of 
Defense. They have been apprised of the 
fact that we had to have something that 
addressed this problem. They have been 
consulted about it. So we agree. And so 
do several others. 

Mr. President, I yield such time as he 
may use to the Senator from North 
Dakota. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I shall 
make my remarks very short. 

I cannot help but feel that the Defense 
Department was quite limited in the 
methods of basing the MX missiles. If 
they had a free choice, which I think 
they will have in the not-too-distant 
future, they, themselves, will probably 
select a different mode. This is the most 
expensive one and I doubt it is the kind 
we can sell to the American public. 

There are other modes of deploying 
these missiles that should be studied and, 
under this amendment, they can be. 

I am very happy to support it because 
it gives the Pentagon leeway and gives 
Congress the leeway that it should have. 
We can make the final decision a year or 
two from now as to just how these mis
siles should be deployed. 

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield me 10 minutes? 

Mr. STEVENS. I yield such time as 
he may need to the Senator from 
Oklahoma. 

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, at the 
outset, I want to make it clear that I 

favor the development and deployment 
of a mobile ICBM. In committee, I sup
ported the Hatfield amendment. That 
was the only opportunity we had in 
committee to cast a vote against the so
called racetrack system. That is the con
troversy that I believe the Senate needs 
to know about and address itself to. 

It is not that we are for or against 
the MX, but we are trying to find a way 
to deploy the MX in a manner that 
makes some sense. I do not support the 
Hatfield option of putting the ICBM's 
in small coastal submarines or any other 
basing mode at this time. 

I voted against MX appropriations be
cause I believe that the basing mode that 
has been selected by this administration 
is yet another example of schizophrenia 
in the conduct of our foreign and de
fense policies. 

Here is the problem, Mr. President: 
The foreign policy planners want SALT 
II; there can be no question about that. 
The military planners want a land-based 
ICBM force that is essentially invulner
able to a first strike. 

So, the administration, in an attempt 
to reconcile the irreconcilable, has pro
posed to deploy the MX in a horizontal 
structure, racetrack, dash-capable, shell 
game, basing mode. 

Mr. President, the only reason the 
administration has decided to deploy our 
next ICBM in this costly, wasteful, in
efficient, Rube Goldberg manner is that 
SALT II-as it is now written-prohibits 
a more rational basing mode. I know 
that; the administration knows it. The 
Russians know it. The Russians have 
told us, fiat out, that a vertical silo 
"shell game" basing mode, which would 
be vastly cheaper than the mode the 
administration has selected, would be a 
violation, in the Russian mind, of the 
SALT II document that President Carter 
has signed. 

But witness after witness before the 
Foreign Relations Committee and before 
the Armed Services Committee, including 
the Secretary of Defense and others 
seeking Senate ratification of SALT II, 
have testified that we will have an in
creasingly vulnerable land-based ICBM 
system by the middle 1980's and that we 
have got to have a new mobile ICBM sys
tem to protect us. They have all said, 
"We have got to have MX." 

Those witnesses and other conversa
tions I have had have convinced me that 
we will have an ICBM vulnerability prob
lem and that we will need to build the 
MX. 

Now, if you asked our military plan
ners to come up with the most efficient, 
cost-effective, invulnerable basing mode 
for our new ICBM, I wonder if anyone 
believes that, left to their own devices 
and left free to make their own deci
sions, these military planners would 
come up with this thing that looks like 
the boondoggle of the ages, that has been 
presented to Congress by the administra
tion, which we are about to fund in this 
bill? 

Mr. President, if we need a truly mobile 
ICBM for national defense, and SALT 
II, as now written, prohibits us from 
deploying such a system in a rational 
manner, then I say we must either 
rewrite SALT II, or reject it. 

I wonder, Mr. President, in all serious
ness, if the way this basing mode has 
been presented to us was not deliberately 
chosen so as to make the system so out
rageous and expensive that we will finally 
wind up rejecting it and, therefore, not 
build it at all. 

This has happened, as Senator STEVENS 
said, with some other defense activities 
in recent years. 

I wonder if the dash capability was not 
chosen so as to make the system out
rageously expensive, and hence subject 
to being rejected by Congress? 

Mr. President; I wonder if this admin
istration truly intends to deploy a mobile 
ICBM system to redress the ¥ulnerability 
of our forces in the mid-1980's. President 
Carter insists that he does intend to, and 
will. But he also insists that he has got 
to have SALT II as written. 

I do not believe this kind of marriage 
will work. It seems to me that this 
SALT-MX marriage was a shotgun 
wedding. I do not think it was made in 
heaven. I do not think it will last. I do 
not think we ought to sanctify it. 

Mr. President, I support the Stevens 
amendment because I feel no money 
should be spent for any aspect of the 
horizontal structure, dash-capable, race
track, shell-game MX basing mode. I 
hope that all the money we appropriate 
is spent for development of the new 
ICBM, itself. I would like to see language 
in the appropriation bill to make those 
wishes clear. It is for this reason that I 
support and cosponsor the Stevens 
amendment. 

I intend by my vote that all the money 
we appropriated be spent in ways that 
will not lock us into any basing system 
at this time. 

I hope the language in the Stevens 
amendment makes this abundantly clear 
and that there will be no question of 
what we are talking about here, that it 
is not locking us in, in any way, so that 
later the argument can be made that we 
have to go ahead with the racetrack or 
we will lose time or the investment or a 
substantial amount of taxpayers' money. 

Mr. President, I support and aim a co
sponsor of Senator STEVENS' amend
ment. In the past few days I have 
learned a great deal more about the pro
posed MX basing system-the so-called 
racetrack-and the alternative multiple 
protective structure basing system. 

Frankly, I am appalled by the cost and 
complexity of the racetrack system. It 
appears to me that we are being forced 
into an unwieldy and horribly expensive 
basing system totally because of Soviet 
objections related to the SALT II treaty, 
as I have already said. 

In essence we are permitting the So
viets to use SALT to force us into a bas
ing system which is at least second best 
and which I have very grave doubts will 
ever be built, or the military would rec
ommend if they could come out and 
speak. 

I support the 'MX missile concept, and 
I recognize the need to redress the vul
nerability of our land-based ICBM's that 
will develop shortly. 

But I do not favor any funding action 
which implicitly or explicitly locks us 
into the racetrack mode. There are alter
natives which are safer, harder, and 
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more cost effective. Authorities whom I 
trust have assured me the racetrack is 
not the most preferable system and that 
SALT verification concerns have led to 
its late and hurried consideration. This 
is hardly a responsible way to run a force 
planning exercise. We are in danger of 
building an MX which serves Russians 
not Americans. Deployment of the best 
possible systems which can contribute 
most to our national security should be 
our goal on this issue, not SALT condi
tions and not Russian blessings. 

For this reason I support this effort to 
insure the United States is not locked 
into the racetrack MX leasing system. 

Mr. President, I am confident we will 
do the right thing on the Stevens amend
ment to avoid locking us into a basing 
mode that is not in the national interest. 

Mr. President, this is an issue which I 
believe is one of the most important the 
Senate has faced in a long time. I be
lieve that determining the best way to 
deploy the MX is a matter of national 
priority and can contribute an enormous 
amount to the national security. 

It may offer us hopes of ending the 
arms race, but we must make the deci
sion in the most rational way possible. 

I believe sincerely that the Stevens 
amendment will give us the opportunity 
to do that. 

Mr. President, there is a letter the 
chairman of the Armed Services Com
mittee has had printed in the RECORD 
from the Secretary of Defense which 
mentions $55 million as the amount in 
this bill that is earmarked or intended to 
be spent for the racetrack basing con
cept. 

But I have an Air Force factsheet. I 
ask the distinguished Senator from 
Alaska if he knows what these figures 
mean? 

According to the factsheet, it lists $97.4 
million that is in this bill to be used for 
mechanical systems to develop the fol
lowing components: 

Transporter-erector-launcher, mobile 
surveillance shield, shelter port removal 
vehicle, provisions for mass simulators, 
preservation of location uncertainty 
countermeasures, shelter closure system, 
transportation and handling equipment, 
and environmental control system. 

It sounds like that is all related to the 
basing mode of the racetrack. 

I do not think what we are talking 
about here is just $55 million in the Sec
retary's letter, but we are talking about 
any money in this bill that might com
mit us to the racetrack system. 

Also a $48.4 million figure intended to 
be spent for various kinds of civil engi
neering undertakings; and another 
amount of $70.6 million for engineering 
and general support. 

Mr. President, I ask the Senator from 
Alaska if he intends his amendment ap
plies just to the $55 million or to all 
funds in this bill that might lock us into 
the racetrack mode? 

Mr. STEVENS. I say to the Senator 
from Oklahoma that the amendment is 
very specific that none of the funds ap
propriated in this program may be used 
in a fashion to permit the use of only one 
basing mode. 

OXXV--2004-Pa.rt 24 

I have not examined in detail the indi- tions, I hope that the Secretary of De
vidual items he has mentioned. I did see fense will make resources and personnel 
the letter he has mentioned that the available to continue exploring and 
chairman has had printed in the RECORD. studying other options. That is the key 

But it is my understanding that if any thing relating to the use of the funds 
of those individual items could be used with which the Senator's amendment is 
only in one basing mode, they would be concerned. 
precluded from being funded by the I understand from the Air Force that 
moneys in this bill. within the budget provided for the ad-

Mr. BELLMON. I thank my friend. vanced ballistic reentry systems 
Mr. STENNIS. Will the senator yield? <ABRES) program there are sufficient 
Mr. STEVENS. Yes. funds and people available for this pur
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, with ref- pose. 

erence to this $55 million, as I under- I wanted to ask the Senator if that is 
stood, there was a calculation there, his general understanding? 
should the Congress go to the other Mr. STEVENS. It is my understanding. 
method, or the perpendicular method, I think it is consistent with discussions 
there would be $55 million worth of work we have had with the chairman that they 
that had to be done, approximately that are not to use these funds so as to com
amount, that could not be directly used. mit us to one mode, and any other way 

But we are not excluding that $55 possible they can find us a better mode 
million. It is left in the bill and,· if it for the use of these funds, they should do 
comes out that way, it will just be a so without delay. . 
price that we pay for utilizing the time. . Mr. JACKSON. I thmk that answers 

Let me ask the Senator from Alaska, · it. . . 
is that not approximately correct, with Mr. STENNIS. I d1~ ~ot get i~to the 
reference to our understanding? problem here o! comm1ttmg certam per-

Mr. STEVENS. That is correct. sonnel or certam avenu~. 
However, I did not compute the $55 Mr. STEVENS. Tha~ is correct. 

million. The Secretary did. Mr. STENNIS. I did not understand 

. Th~ Senator f~om Oklahoma's ques- th~ JACKSON. But it is not foreclosed. 
~10n IS whether m any of these o~her M · STENNIS That is right it is not 
items there could be moneys that might f rl. d · ' 

·t t b · od orec ose . 
comnn us.? one asmg m e. Mr. JACKSON. The point I think we 

That dec1s1on has to _be m~de by the all are talking about is that there are 
Secre~ry. We are te~lmg him not to serious concerns about any one basing 
commit us to one basmg mode. He has mode approach 
told us his understanding is that there Mr. STENNIS. That is right. 
is $55 million. My response to the Senator Mr. JACKSON. Specifically, a number 
from Oklahoma is that there may be of us have expressed our concern about 
more or less. the so-called racetrack system. Others 

But the direction is clear, do not com- may express it in relation to something 
mit us to only one basing mode. else. 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. I think that what all of us in the Sen-
There is no committal involved, even ate are saying loud and clear, is that we 

though they may spend that $55 million. had better m~ke sure that we have a 
Mr. STEVENS. That is right. basing mode that will provide the maxi
But not inhibited to spending. But we mum degree of survivability at the lowest 

say spend it in a way to utilize it in more possible cost-cost effectiveness-and be 
than one mode. able to do it as expeditiously and in as 

Mr. STENNIS. I do not know it can all timely a fashion as is possible. That is 
be utilized in more than one mode. all I am saying. 

Mr. STEVENS. No. Spend it in a way I do not have in mind an exact, spec-
that will not commit us to one mode. ific basing system; but I am raising ser-

Mr. STENNIS. That is right. Agreed ious questions about what appears to 
on no committal. If the money was spent, be the administration's decision to go 
there would be no committal to that one ahead on the so-called racetrack system. 
mode. As I see it, the racetrack system does 

I think that is a major point we got portend serious trouble, both as to its 
together on. survivability and in terms of cost. I think 

Mr. STEVENS. If I can yield to the we have to nail down those things. 
Senator from Washington, I state to my I believe that the Stevens amendment 
friend that several Senators would ap- gives to the administration flexibility so 
preciate it if we could vote at 2 o'clock, that they are not bound and tied to any 
because they have schedules to leave this one specific basing mode. I commend the 
afternoon, it being a Friday on a long Senator from Alaska. 
weekend. I would like to accommodate Mr. STENNIS. I was concerned about 
them, if possible. the loss of time, whichever way this thing 

Mr. STENNIS. We will do the best we went. I did not see that we had any time 
can. I am ready to vote now. But I do not to lose on this basing mode, and I was 
want to cut off anyone. willing to spend $55 million even though 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I have that might have to be abandoned, be-
just one short question. cause time was worth so much to us-

This is a f ollowup, in fact, I think it 1 year or 2 years. I think we are all to
is a parallel question, to one that has gether. 
already been asked in connection with Mr. JACKSON. I say to the Chairman 
the Stevens amendment. I want to direct that, in that connection, I hope the De
this to the author of the amendment. partment of Defense will place heavy 

In the interest of protecting our op- empha_sis on expediting the research and 
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development, and the moving into pro
duction on the MX missile itself. 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. I heartily agree. 
Mr. JACKSON. I feel that that is a 

critical part of the total budget item we 
are considering. 

I thank both Senators. 
Mr. STEVENS. I say to the Senator 

from Washington that we are totally in 
agreement on that. We do not seek to 
delay. We seek to accelerate it. 

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Alaska yield for a ques
tion? 

Mr. STEVENS. I yield. 
Mr. BELLMON. Is it the intent of this 

amendment that the Defense Depart
ment not come in here a year from now 
and say that they have proceeded with 
the research on the basing mode, on one 
mode over another, so that if we, Con
gress, decide that the administration 
made a mistake, they will be able to say 
that changing modes will result in a 
lengthy delay? 

What we are trying to accomplish is 
that all modes be moved ahead equally, 
so that whenever a decision is made as to 
which mode is going to be used, we can 
proceed without loss of time or loss of 
money. 

Mr. STEVENS. The priorities we are 
seeking are in terms of the missile itself. 
We are warning them, as they commit 
funds under this bill, not to commit them 
so as to bind it to one mode. 

Mr. BELLMON. Or to give one mode 
an advantage over the other as to time 
or cost. 

Mr. STEVENS. I believe that is the 
intent, also. 

Mr. President, I have had no further 
request for time. Unless there is some 
indication t hat someone wishes time, I 
am prepared to yield back the remainder 
of my time and meet the request that we 
vote by 2 p.m. 

I thank Senator STENNIS and Senator 

1979 

YOUNG for their consideration. I appre
ciate the advice of Senator JACKSON, Sen
ator TOWER, Senator BELLMON, Senator 
SCHMITT, and Senator CRANSTON. 

If the Senator is willing to yield back 
his time, I will yield back mine. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, we yield 
back the time on our side. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I support 
the Stevens amendment and I believe 
the Stevens amendment will not delay 
theMX. 

This administration has told us again 
and again that the MX program is an 
essential precondition to the SALT 
treaty, and as many newspaper colum
nists have pointed out, this administra
tion is not composed of hawks on the na
tional defense issue by any means. During 
the debate on the SALT treaty, I will 
be proposing a reservation that specif
ically links progress in the MX program 
to our remaining bound by the treaty. I 
will read it today as a contribution to 
the debate on the need for :flexibility 
without delay on the MX basing mode. 

Let me add that many of us are con
cerned at the casual attitude the Carter 
administration seems to be taking to the 
MX program. This massive undertaking 
which will cost from $30 to $50 billion 
has not received major Presidential en
dorsement in press conferences. It has 
not received any special attention in 
the Defense Department. It has not been 
called a "Manhattan Project" like the 
development of the atom bomb during 
World War II. It has not been the subject 
of a Blue Ribbon Commission set up by 
the White House. It has not been con
sidered by a panel of "wise men" from 
previous administrations. It has not even 
been specifically approved in the SALT 
agreements. How then do the President 
and the Secretary of Defense expect us 
to believe that they are really going to 
build it? This is a subject we will return 
to during the SALT debate. 

1980 

MX SYSTEM SCH EDU LE 

(Estimated by Defense Department) 

Calendar year-

1981 1982 

The reservation I shall propose reads 
as follows: 

SALT II TREATY-EX. Y, 96-1 
(Purpose: To provide for withdrawal from 

the Treaty if t he MX program does not 
remain on schedule) 
96th Congress, 1st session, as in Executive 

Session, Senate of the United States. 

TREATY BETWEEN THE UNrrED STATES OF AMER
ICA AND THE UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST 
REPUBLICS ON THE LIMrrATION OF STRATEGIC 
OFFENSIVE ARMS 

Ordered to be printed and to lie on the 
table. 

Intended to be proposed by Mr. Hatch to 
the resolution of ratification of the Treaty 
between the United States of America. and the 
Union of Soviet Socia.list Republics on the 
Limitation of Strategic Arms, done at Vienna. 
on June 18, 1979, viz: 

Before the period at the end of the resolu
tion of ratification, insert a. comma. and the 
following: "subject to the reservations, which 
a.re to be ma.de a. pa.rt of the instrument o! 
ratification, that : 

" ( l) The program schedule of the MX is a. 
material fa.ct in the consideration of this 
Treaty, and, because of assurances by the 
President that this MX program schedule will 
be strictly implemented, any significant 
change from that schedule shall be consid
ered by the Senate in executive session. 

" (2) If t he Senate shall not accept proposed 
delays in the MX program during the life of 
this Treaty by a. vote of two-thirds of the 
Sena.tors present, the President shall give 
notice to the Union of Soviet Socia.list Repub
lics that extra.ordinary events have occurred 
as described in Article XIX, para.graph (3) 
of the Treaty, and the President will carry 
out the procedures of Article XIX of the 
Treaty necessary to withdraw the United 
States of America. from the Treaty." 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD a table entitled "MX System 
Schedule." 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

1983 1984 

Missile development_ ____________ FSED contract__ ____________ ___________ _____________ __________ ___________ 1st flight_ __ _________ __________________________ _ 

¥::;nf~c1~~i~
1

~~~~~~~ ~ = = = ===:::: := :: == == = = === === := := ===: = mg ~~~~~=~~:===== == := ====: :========:: == :: : : =: == :: ====== ==== :: = = ========== :: ::==== =:=: ==: = = = =: = 

Em'i&igijt::i~==== ===== = == = = == = = ==== == == == == == ====== ====== == == ==== == ==== == = = ==== ======== ==== == == == == = ~=~=~1:1~ :~~~= = == === === ~~~~~~~~~;~~~;~~;;~ = == = ~~~~~~ti~~: Facilities/deployment_ ___ _____ _____________ __________ ____________________ _____ ___ Main base, roads and Site prep ____________ ___ Shelter construction _____ Shelter construction. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to be a sponsor of the Stevens 
amendment, because I feel Congress 
should study the MX basing mode in 
view of the fact the administration went 
against the long-held Air Force recom
mendation in favor of the vertical shel
ter basing mode. 

There is strong reason to believe the 
vertical shelter is more survivable, less 
costly, and could be deployed sooner with 
less environmental impact. 

The key provision of this amendment 
is that the Defense Department could 
continue looking at other basing modes 
while moving forward with this highly 
important program. 

I urge the Senate to accept this 
amendment. 

util ities. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, the re
quest has been made that we ask for the 
yeas and nays, and I do ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques

tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from Alaska. On this ques
tion the yeas and nays have been or
dered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the 

Senator from Montana <Mr. BAucus), 
the Senator from Arkansas <Mr. BUM
PERS) , the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
CANNON), the Senator from Arizona <Mr. 

DECONCINI) , the Senator from Massa
chusetts <Mr. KENNEDY) , the Senator 
from Georgia <Mr. TALMADGE), the Sen
ator from lliinois <Mr. STEVENSON), and 
the Senator from Connecticut (Mr. RIBI
COFF) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that if present and 
voting, the Senator from Illinois <Mr. 
STEVENSON), the Senator from Nevada 
<Mr. CANNON) , and the Senator from 
Connecticut <Mr. RmrcoFF) would each 
vote "yea." 

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 
Senator from Tennessee <Mr. BAKER), 
the Senator from Arizona <Mr. GOLD
WATER) , and the Senator from California 
<Mr. HAYAKAWA) are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BRADLEY) . Are there other Senators in 
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the Chamber wishing to vote who have 
not done so? 

The result was announced-yeas 89, 
nays 0, as follows: 

[Rollca.11 Vote No. 398 Leg.] 

YEAS-89 
Armstrong Hart 
Bayh Hatch 
Bellman Hatfield 
Bentsen Heflin 
Biden Heinz 
Boren Helms 
Boschwitz Holllngs 
Bradley Huddleston 
Burdick Humphrey 
Byrd, In01Uye 

Harry F., Jr. Jackson 
Byrd., Robert C. Ja.vits 
Chafee Jepsen 
Chiles Johnston 
Church Kassebaum 
Cochtia.n Lax alt 
Cohen Leahy 
Cranston Levin 
Culver Long 
Danforth Lugar 
Dole Magnuson 
Domenilci Mathias 
Duren berger Matsunaga 
Dul1kin McClure 
Eagleton McGovern 
Exon Melcher 
Ford Metz.enbaum 
Garn Morgan 
Glem!IlJ Moyndhan 
Gravel Muskie 

Nelson 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pell 
Percy 
Pressler 
Proxmire 
Pryor 
Randolph 
Riegle 
Roth 
Sa.rbanes 
Sass.er 
Schmitt 
Schweiker 
Simpson 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Stewart 
Stone 
Thurmoru:l 
Tower 
Tsongas 
Wallop 
Warner 
Weick er 
Wllllams 
Young 
Zortnsky 

NAY8--0 

NOT VOTING--11 
Baker 
Ba.ucus 
Bumpers 
Cannon 

DeOoncini 
Goldwater 
Hayakawa 
Kennedy 

Ribicoft' 
Stevenson 
Talmadge 

So Mr. STEVENS' amendment (UP No. 
788) was agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. STENNIS. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
other amendments on the MX missile? 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the next 
item I hope will be taken up is regarding 
the pay raise for the military personnel. 

We have a time limitation, Mr. Presi
dent, if I may say that. May we have 
quiet, please. This may be of interest 
now. There is a time limitation on this 
amendment which is 3 hours equally di
vided, but we have discussed it and I 
think we can manage it well enough to 
yield back some of that time, perhaIJS. 
So I hope the Senator will bring up his 
amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 571 

(Purpose: To provide that the comparability 
pay of members of uniformed services shall 
be determine.ct Without regard to the 
President's alternative pay plan) 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 
appreciate the observations of the dis
tinguished chairman. It will be my pur
pose to move expeditiously. I now call up 
amendment No. 571. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will report. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

The Senator from COlorado (Mr. ARM
STRONG) , for himself and others, proposes 
an amendment numbered 571. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President. I 
ask unanimous consent to dispense with 

further reading of the amendment, and 
I would undertake a brief explanation of 
the purpose of the pending amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end o! title VII, insert the following 

new section: 
SEC. . (a) Except as provided In sub-

section (b). funds made available under this 
Act under the heading "MILITARY PER
SONNEL" shall be used to pay the salary 
or pay o! any office or position with respect 
to which an adjustment ls made during fiscal 
year 1980 under section 1009 o! title 37, 
United States CO<le, at the rate of salary or 
pay for such office or position which would 
have been payable by reason of such adjust
ment i! the President had not submitted an 
alternative pay plan under section 5305 ( c) of 
title 5, United States Code, with respect to 
such adjustment. 

(b) The provisions of subsection {a) shall 
not apply to the salary or pay o! any office 
or position the rate for which is limited by 
the provisions of the second paragraph o! 
section lOl(c) of the joint resolution entitled 
"Joint Resolution making continuing appro
priations for the fiscal year 1980, and for 
other purposes", approved October 12, 1979. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President and 
Members of the Senate, this amendment 
addresses itself to an issue which, in my 
judgment, is vital to the preservation 
of the all volunteer force and which, if 
adopted, will represent, in my view, the 
single most important step we can take 
this year to strengthen our national 
defense. 

I am delighted to be associated in this 
effort with the distinguished Senator 
from Hawaii <Mr. MATSUNAGA) , who has 
long been identified with the volunteer 
army and, indeed, who, along with the 
late Bill Steiger, is one of the fathers 
of the all volunteer concept. 

The purpose of the Armstrong
Matsunaga amendment is to lift the cap 
which the administration has imposed 
upon military pay. Our amendment 
would simply lift military pay from the 
7 percent cap proposed by the President 
to the 10.41 percent which the Presi
dent's pay agent has certified to be re
quired to meet the comparability stand
ards prescribed by law. 

Mr. President, at this time I ask 
unanimous consent that the following 
Senators be added as cosponsors to 
the Armstrong-Matsunaga amendment: 
Senators BELLMON, BOSCHWITZ, CHAFEE, 
COHEN, DOLE, DOMENICI, DURENBERGER, 
DURKIN, HART, HATCH, HATFIELD, HAYA
KAWA, HUMPHREY, KASSEBAUM, LEAHY, 
LUGAR, McGOVERN, PRESSLER, SCHMITT, 
SIMPSON, STONE, WALLOP, and WARNER. 

I again renew my request, Mr. Presi
dent, my unanimous-consent request, to 
have these Senators added as cosponsors 
of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. It is very encour
aging that so many distinguished Sen
ators are united in the belief that we 
must provide a genuine cost-of-living in
crease to the men and women who de
fend our country. I think it is indicative 
of the seriousness of the problem. 

Let there be no mistake about the 
seriousness of the problem, and that this 
is an issue of the utmost significance to 

our country. The chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff and each of the service 
chiefs have identified manpower as either 
the most serious, or one of the most 
serious problems confronting our na
tional security as we enter the perilous 
decade of the 1980's. 

This year, for the first time ever, all 
of the services failed to meet their re
cruiting goals. In the first 10 months of 
the 1979 fiscal year, the Army experi
enced a shortfall of 17 .4 percent in its 
recruiting goal. The Marine Corps, NaVY, 
and Air Force recruited only 93, 94, and 
96 percent of their respective goals in 

. that same period. The recent highly pub
licized recruiting scandals indicate the 
,Army's recruiting problems may be even 
more severe than these statistics alone 
indicate. 

The Armed Forces are also discover
ing th~t a steadily increasing percentage 
of those they do recruit are unsuitable 
for military service, and must be dis
charged before their enlistments expire. 

Compounding the problem is that the 
learning skills of those who are attracted 
to military service, and who do serve 
out their terms of enlistment, is declin
ing. Nearly 50 percent of all male volun
teers test mentally in the lower half of 
the U.S. population, compared to 32 per
cent in 1974. Army training manuals are 
being rewritten downward from an 11th 
to an 8th grade reading level. This is a 
very serious development in an Army 
where a corporal who commands a tank 
is responsible for a more complex piece 
of machinery than the fighter planes col
lege graduates flew during World War II. 

But the most serious personnel prob
lem in the Armed Forces is the declin
ing rate of reenlistments. The shortages 
are especially acute in the middle non
commissioned officer and officer grades, 
the highly trained men and women who 
have the skills and experience necessary 
to operate the complex weapons in our 
modern, technology-centered Armed 
Forces. The Navy lacks 17,000 skilled 
petty officers with 9 to 16 years of serv
ice, and is suffering shortages of officers 
trained as nuclear submariners, pilots, 
and doctors. The Army is short more 
than 46,000 NCO's, the Air Force more 
than 3,000. 

These shortages are compounded by 
the fact that there is no lateral entry 
into the Armed Forces. If a fighter 
squadron commander or a submariner 
leaves the service, the Navy or Air Force 
cannot go into the civilian job market 
and hire someone to replace him. It 
takes years, and many thousands of dol
lars, to train another to take his place. 

When one takes a look at what has 
happened to military pay and benefits 
since the All Volunteer Force was created 
it is not hard to understand why the 
manpower shortages have developed. 

Base pay for a recruit has fallen to 83 
percent of the minimum wage. 

Base pay has declined, relative to in
flation, every year since the All-Volun
teer Force was created. 

Regular military compensation-base 
pay plus allowances for housing and sub
sistence-has declined more than 20 per
cent for each pay grade since 1972. 

The average salary for enlisted person-
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nel, including all allowances, is $9,900. 
I might point out that the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics says that the minimum 
necessary to maintain a "lower standard 
of living" for a family of four is $11,546, 
while the enlisted personnel average 
nearly $2,000 a year less than that 
amount; 100,000 military families are 
eligible for food stamps; a janitor on the 
union scale earns almost as much as a 
chief petty o:tficer with 17 years of serv
ice. 

The truth is that many patriotic, quali
fied, motivated men and women are dis
covering that they, literally, cannot af
ford to serve their country. I do not think 
it is surprising that so many of them are 
leaving the service. The wonder is that, 
considering the way they have been 
treated and considering the signals 
transmitted by Congress that so many 
are staying. 

It should be clear to all of us that if 
we do not stop this erosion of pay and 
benefits now, restoration of the military 
draft will be all but inevitable. 

I hope this will not happen. To restore 
the draft for any reason would be un
fortunate. But to restore the draft simply 
because we are unwilling to pay the men 
and women who def end our country a 
living wage would be unconscionable, in 
my opinion. 

But even restoration of the draft would 
not solve the most serious element of the 
manpower problem-the problem of re
tention. A draft would prevent a short
age of privates, and the existence of a 
draft likely would prevent a shortage of 
second lieutenants. But we cannot draft 
corporals and sergeants, captains and 
majors. We can solve the retention prob
lem only by paying our servicemen a 
living wage. 

So these are some of the reasons why 
Senator MATSUNAGA and I, and a number 
of our colleagues, have joined in bringing 
this amendment to the floor. 

I want to add just one footnote to this 
discussion, which is so timely today. At 
this very instant there are 13 marines 
among those who have been taken hos
tage in our Embassy in Iran. I am 
advised that, including base pay and 
foreign duty pay, they are receiving the 
following amounts: four of them are 
receiving $7,250 a year; eight of them 
are receiving $8,200 a year; one of them 
just over $12,000. Only one of the 13 who 
are def ending our Embassy and who 
have been held hostage-and who are 
not isolated cases but, indeed, are sym
bolic of what is wrong in the pay scale in 
the military-only 1 out of the 13 is paid 
at what the Bureau of Labor Statistics 
says is necessary to maintain what they 
describe as a lower standard of living. 

In the name of national defense, in the 
name of the all-volunteer service, and in 
the name of justice to these dedicated 
men and women, I urge the adoption of 
this amendment. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MUSKIE). Who yields time? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I yield such time 

as he may desire to the Senator from 
Hawaii. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. I thank the Sena
tor from Colorado for yielding. 

Mr. President, as a cosponsor, I rise 
in strong support of the amendment of
fered by my distinguished colleague from 
Colorado, 'Senator ARMSTRONG, which will 
lift the current pay increase ceiling for 
military personnel and allow them to 
receive a cost-of-living increase which 
will provide them with a hedge against 
inflation and greater comparability with 
salary levels of private sector employees. 

Mr. President, as the Senator !rom 
Colorado has already indicated, the 
Armstrong-Matsunaga amendment 
would give the military services the au
thority to provide servicemen and women 
with a cost-of-living increase for fiscal 
year 1980 of 10.41 percent, which is the 
level of increase that the President's 
Council on Federal Pay determined ear
lier this year as necessary to offset infia
tion and achieve greater comparability 
with the private sector. In effect, our 
amendment will authorize, for the per
sonnel of the uniformed services, an ad
ditional pay adjustment for this fiscal 
year of 3.41 percent, over and above the 
7 percent pay adjustment they received 
on October l, 1979. 

Mr. President, the purpose of our 
amendment is this: To reverse the con
tinuing erosion of military compensation 
that the Department of Defense has de
termined to be the primary cause of the 
manpower shortage problem facing the 
All-Volunteer Force today. We strongly 
believe that our failure to do what is of 
paramount importance to maintaining 
the All-Volunteer Force, that is, to main
tain pay comparability, will lead in the 
very near future to the collapse of the 
all-volunteer system and the restoration 
of the conscription force. We are con
vinced that this contingency can be 
avoided if the Congress acts now to bring 
military pay back to levels which will 
once again allow the military services 
to compete reasonably and effectively 
with private industry for an adequate 
share of the national labor pool. Our 
amendment, Mr. President, represents 
the first step toward the goal of re
achieving military pay comparability. 

Mr. President, as my colleagues know, 
the Congress began, in 1971 and 1972, to 
build the framework for the All-Volun
teer Force by enacting legislation intro
duced by the late Congressman William 
Steiger and myself which brought mili
tary pay literally out of the "Dark Ages," 
to levels which provided servicemen and 
women with a decent standard o.f living 
and relative comparability with their 
private sector counterparts. At that time, 
the Congress was fully cognizant of the 
fact that pay comp•arability was the 
msans by which the military services, 
under the volunteer system, would be 
able to meet their recruiting objectives 
consistently for both the Active and Re
serve Forces. It was clearly understood, 
at that time, that pay comparability was, 
indeed, the key to the success of the All
Volunteer Force. By the time the AVF 
was fully implemented, which was in 

mid-1973, military pay was at a level 
which the military considered imperative 
in terms of their recruitment and reten
tion efforts. 

Unfortunately, Mr. President, after the 
Congress upgraded military compensa
tion ·early in the life of the All-Volunteer 
Force, little attention was given to it 
during the intervening years. As a result, 
military compensation has eroded 
throughout the decade to levels that are 
almost as unacceptable as those which 
existed prior to the establishment of the 
AVF. 

Recent manpower studies made by the 
Dafense Department and the military 
services have concluded that since 1972, 
there has been a general decline in pur
chasing power for military personnel of 
7.4 percent. Certain grades of personnel 
have lost anyWhere from 8 to 15 percent 
in purchasing power during the past 6 
years, and are now nearly 20 percent be
hind civilians employed by the Depart
ment of Defense. 

Looking at the rise in the Consumer 
Price Index during the volunteer era, rel
ative to increases in military pay over 
the same period, it is clear that our mili
tary servicemen and their families have 
suffered terribly from skyrocketing in
fiation. From 1972 to the present, the CPI 
rose approximately 74.2 percent-ta.king 
into account an estimated 13.9-percent 
increase in 1979-.while military pay in
creased by only 56.2 percent. This, of 
course, represents a CPI-military pay 
differential of o·ver 18 percent. I might 
point out, at this point, that even with 
the full comparability increase provided 
tn the Armstrong-Matsunaga rur.end
ment for fiscal year 1980, members e>f the 
Armed Forces will still remain some 18 
percent behind the inflationary cur,.e. 

Overall, there has been a real decline 
of about 12 percent or more in re;~ular 
military compensation for each pay 
grade since 1972. At this point in time, 
the average salary for enlisted men, in
cluding base pay, all allowances, miscel
laneous payments, and moving expenses, 
is $9,900. This can be compared to an 
income of $11,546, which the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics estimates to be the level 
of income required for a family of four 
to maintain a "lower standard of living" 
in this country today. 

I am reminded, Mr. President, of testi
mony that was delivered by the Secretary 
of Defense in 1970 concerning the status 
of military manpower before the estab
lishment of the All-Voluntee:;.· Force. I 
was appalled, as were many other Mem
bers of Congress, that the cumulative 
pay of lower ranking military personnel 
was, in 1970, nearly 50 percent lower than 
their civilian counterparts. As a result 
of this unbelievably low pay, approxi
mately 50,000 military families had in
comes at or below the poverty level and 
were eligible for public welfare assist
ance. Indeed, the upgrading of military 
compensation in accordance with the 
All-Volunteer concept was supposed to 
have ended that unacceptable state of 
affairs. However, 6 years after the estab
lishment of the All-Volunteer Force, the 
Department of Defense is reporting that 
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basic pay for beginning recruits has 
fallen to 17 percent below the minimum 
wage paid in this country, and that more 
than 100,000 military families are eligible 
for public welfare assistance, and many 
of them are already actively using food 
stamps to make ends meet. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a chart comparing changes in 
purchasing power and pay between the 
military and the private sector, and a 
chart comparing E-1 basic pay with the 
Federal minimum wage, be included in 
the RECORD at the conclusion of my re
marks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. MATSUNAGA. Needless to say, Mr. 

President, the practical effect of this 
considerable pay erosion on the All
Volunteer Force can be seen very clearly 
by examining recent reports of recruit
ing shortfalls being experienced by all of 
the military services-in both the Active 
and Reserve Forces. It is my understand
ing that for fiscal year 1979, all of the 
military services, for the first time, 
missed their recruiting goals. The De
partment of Defense believes that it 
must recruit 18 percent more people in 
1980 to make up for the shortfall in 1979 
with the Army needing 33 percent mor~ 
men and 36 percent more women. Ac
cordingly, the Department has expressed 
very serious concern about these short
falls, which represent the poorest re
cruitment performances since the All
Volunteer Force was established in 1973. 
In response to this situation, the DOD 
has ~~dertaken a study of the adequacy 
of m1htary compensation in terms of its 
effectiveness relative to recruiting and 
retention. I am informed that this study 
which is being conducted under th~ 
auspices of Assistant Secretary of De
f e~e ~or Manpower, Reserve Affairs, and 
Log1st1cs, Mr. Robert Pirie, is very near 
completion. 

In a recent interview in the New York 
Times, Assistant Secretary Pirie indi
cated that two of the main reasons for 
recent AVF recruiting problems were 
military compensation which has de
clined to levels lower than that in com
parable civilian jobs, and the unfavor
able public image of military life today. 
Mr. Pirie said that in addition to seek
ing additional funds for the military's 
recruiting and advertising budgets, the 
DOD is considering asking the Congress 
to authorize an increase in pay levels for 
certain military personnel, and increases 
in certain benefits accorded to service
men, such as housing allowances and 
travel reimbursements. Assistant Secre
tary Pirie believes that military pay in
creases are necessary in order to attract 
more enlistments and retain more 
skilled personnel already on duty. 

It should be pointed out, Mr. Presi
dent, that the manpower report re
leased by the Department of Defense 
last December found that analysis of en
listment data show that volunteer enlist
ments during the period of ft.seal years 
1970 through 1977 have been influenced 
significantly by military pay levels as 

compared to civilian pay. The report ex
plained that a 10-percent increase in 
first-term military pay would bring a 
5- to 10-percent increase in high quality 
enlistments. Similarly, the report said, 
allowing military pay to decline relative 
to civilian pay would bring proportion
ate declines in enlistments. 

Mr. President, in view of these cir
cumstances, I ask my colleagues this: 
How can the Congress possibly expect 
the All-Volunteer Force to recruit and 
retain quality personnel when eroding 
military pay is making it increasingly 
difficult for qualified, motivated, and 
patriotic young men and women to 
choose the military for a career? Cer
tainly, Mr. President, the answer to this 
question is that it is unrealistic to expect 
the AVF to meet its manpower require
menra in terms of numbers and in terms 
of quality of enlistments without pay 
comparability. 

The fact that it has done reasonably 
well in recruiting over the last 6 years 
can be attributed to the fact that the 
military has tried diligently to make the 
volunteer system work. In my judgment, 
they have pulled out all the stops to save 
the A VF because they believe that it can 
provide the quantity, and, most im
portantly, the quality, of personnel 
needed to meet our present and future 
manpower demands. However, it must 
be emphasized that this can only be 
achieved if the Congress keeps faith with 
the basic principle behind the All-Vol
unteer Force--pay comparability. 

As I have said, Mr. President, that is 
precisely our intention in offering this 
amendment to raise military pay by 3.41 
percent. In the Armstrong-Matsunaga 
amendment, the Congress has the op
portunity to make the All-Volunteer 
Force work by taking the first steps to
ward reachieving and maintaining pay 
comparability for our military person
nel. It is clear to this Senator that such 
action would help to improve our recruit
ment effort.c:; by allowing the military to 
compete with private industry, help to 
increase our retention of skilled enlisted 
personnel by making a career in the 
military a more attractive prospect, and, 
in general, help to solve the nagging 
manpower problems in both the Active 
and Reserve Forces which have led some 
Members of Congress to call for a re
turn to the draft. 

Now, there are those, Mr. President, 
who will oppose the Armstrong-Mat
sunaga amendment on the grounds that 
the manpower costs of the All-Volunteer 
Force already constitute too large a part 
of our Nation's overall defense expendi
tures. They will say that A VF manpower 
costs are not being borne by increased 
general taxes or reduced social spending, 
but instead are taken from other parts 
of the defense budget, such as weapons 
procurement. For all intents and pur
poses, it can be said that they will be ad
vocating the dismantling of the All
Volunteer Force and the reinstatement 
of a less costly draft system. 

Mr. President, I just cannot under
stand and accept this type of reason
ing. First, with respect to the draft, it 

should be noted that the Department 
of Defense, in its recent manpower study, 
found that manpower cost-savings an
ticipated from a return to the draft have 
been overstated by critics of the all-vol
unteer force. The DOD report said that 
while manpower costs have risen from 
46 percent of the defense budget in 
fiscal year 1968, to around 60 percent 
during the era of the All-Volunteer 
Force, only a fraction of the increase 
would be reversed by returning to con
scription. Considering that the career 
force has always been manned by volun
teers, and the unlikelihood of across
the-board pay reductions, the only sav
ings that the military could anticipate 
would be those associated with recruit
ing, paying, and training the first-term 
members. And, according to the DOD re
port, even those savings would be offset 
by the cost of opera ting the conscription 
system. 

As far as I am concerned, the cost
sa vings associated with a return to the 
draft would not be substantial and, by 
no means, provides a sufficient reason for 
abandoning the A VF. 

And in the name of reason, Mr. Presi
dent, I just cannot understand how the 
Senate can justify spending $2 billion 
on a new nuclear aircraft carrier and 
increase the overall defense budget by 5 
percent, and then not approve the Arm
strong-Matsunaga amendment which 
proposes to spend a mere $632 million to 
help the All-Volunteer Force meet its 
manpower needs. 

The fact of the matter is, Mr. Presi
dent, that the All-Volunteer Force no 
longer has to be the weakest link in our 
vital chain of national security. By ap
proving the Armstrong-Matsunaga 
amendment, the Congress can begin to 
reverse the military pay erosion which 
has undermined the All-Volunteer Force 
and deprived it of a fair opportunity to be 
successful. We can take the first step to
ward reachieving and maintaining pay 
comparability for military personnel, 
which the Senator from Colorado and I 
believe will insure the future of the All
Volunteer Force. 

Mr. President, I, therefore, urge my 
colleagues to give thoughtful and favor
able consideration to the Armstrong
Matsunaga amendment. 

Fiscal year 

1970 ____________ 
1971_ ___________ 
1972 ____________ 
1973 ____________ 
1974_ -----------1975 ____________ 

1976_ - - -- -- -----1977 ____________ 

1978_ - - - ------- -1979 ____________ 
1980_ - - -- -- -- ---1981_ ___________ 

EXHIBIT 1 

WAGE 

Basic Hourly Minimum Percent-
pay wage 1 wage 2 age 

115. 20 0. 66 1.60 41. 5 
134. 40 . 78 1. 60 48. 5 
288. 00 1. 66 1.60 103. 8 
307. 20 1. 77 1. 60 110. 8 
326.10 1.88 2. 00 94.1 
344.10 1. 99 2.10 94.5 
361. 20 2.08 2. 30 90.6 
374. 40 2.16 2.30 93. 9 
397. 50 2.29 2.65 86. 5 
419. 40 2. 42 2. 90 83.4 
448. 80 2. 59 3.10 83.5 

3 480. 30 2. 77 3. 35 82. 7 

t Hourly wage is calculated as 12 mo basic pay divided by 52 
weeks at 40 hr per week. 

•Source: Table lla, History of Federal minimum wage under 
the Fair Labor Standards Act, Wage and Hour Division of the 
Department of Labor. 

3 Assumes a fiscal year 1981 pay raise by 7 percent. 
Source: Department of Defense. 
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MILITARY- WAGE SYSTEM, PRIVATE NONAGRICULTURAL INDUSTRY PERCENT CHANGE IN PAY AND PURCHASING POWER, JANUARY 1972 BASE POINT 

Production and nonsupervisory workers 3 
Wage systems,-------------------

Mil RMC I United States 2 Totals Manufacturing Construction Trade CPl - W• 

1972 __ ___________ __ ___________________________________________ _ 
1973 ____ ___________________________ _____ ______________________ _ 

1974 __ - - - - - - -- -- ---- -- -- -- - - -- -- -- - - -- -- -- - - - - - - - --- -- - ----- -- -
1975 __ -- - - -- -- ------ ---- -- -- -- - - - - -- -- -- - - -- - - - - ---- -- - - -- -- - - -
1976 __ -- - - -- - - - --- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- - - - - - - - - ---- - - - - -- -- - - -
1977 -- -- -- - --- - - - - - - - --- ------ - --- -- --- --- -- -- - - - - - - -- -- ------ -
1978 ____ ---- -- -- - - --- -- - -- - - -- -- -- ---- - --- -- -- --- - - - - - -- -- -- - - -Cumulative pay change ____________________ -- ______ - - _ -- _______ -- _ 
Cumulative purchasing power change _____________________________ _ 

6.0 
7.3 
5.5 
5. 0 
4.8 
7.1 
5.5 

49. 2 
-7.4 

8.6 
3. 7 
9. 7 

10.6 
11.6 
8.8 
8.8 

80. 5 
12.0 

7.5 
6.2 
6.4 
5. 7 
7.3 
7. 7 
7.8 

59. 9 
-.7 

8.6 
7. 6 
6. 2 
7. 9 
9. 7 
9. 4 
8. 9 

75.0 
8. 6 

4. 5 
6.6 
5. 7 
6.8 
6.6 
4.2 
8.0 

50.9 
-6.3 

5. 3 3. 3 
5. 0 6.2 
6. 5 11. 0 
6. 2 9.1 
5.8 5.8 
6. 6 6. 5 
7. 6 7. 6 

51. 8 61.1 
-5.8 ----------------

1 Annual October increases. 
2 Increase in annual average salaries for standard 40 hr workweek. March is averai!e observation 

month. Source : USCSC "Federal Workforce Statistic~. Mar. 31 , 19711" and OPM, Workforce Analysis 
and Statistics Division. 

bonuses, tips, in-kind payments, and fringe benefits. Source : "Employment and Earnings, 1909-78,'' 
USDL, &LS. · 

' U.S. city average annual CPI increases. 1967=100. 

a Increase in annual average earnings for workweeks of full and part-time workers of 40.5 hr 
in 1972 to 40.4 in 1978 in manufacturing (includes overtime pay), 36.5 in 1972 to 36.9 in 1978 in 
construction, and 34.9 in calendar year 1972 to 32.9 in 1978 in trade. Total industries' hours ranged 
from 37.0 to 1972 to 35.8 in 1978. Includes paid overtime, holidays, vacations, sick leave; excludes 

a Data relate to production and related workers in mining and manufacturing; to construction 
workers in construction: and to nonsupervisory workers in transportation and public utilities; 
wholesale and retail trade; finance, insurance and real estate ; and services. Source: USDL, BLS, 
"Employment and Earnings, July 1979." 

Source: Department of Defense. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Mississippi. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 

5 minutes to the Senator from North 
Dakota. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I regret 
that I have to oppose the amendment by 
the distinguished Senator from Colorado 
to further increase pay for military per
sonnel. 

No one has a higher regard and respect 
for our military personnel in the Armed 
Services and would like to help them 
more than I do. 

This amendment comes at a most in
opportune time. Military personnel in 
the Armed Services received the same 
7 percent pay raise as all Federal em
ployees, commencing this past October 1. 
While service in the military requires 
many sacrifices, there are some advan
tages such as an opportunity for educa
tion, lifetime free medical service, and 
a noncontributory retirement program. 

The retirement program for our mili
tary personnel is particularly attractive 
as an individual may retire on 50 percent 
of his pay after only 20 years of service. 
Further, as I just mentioned, the retire
ment program does not reauire contri
bution by the serviceman and there is no 
trust fund to which the serviceman or 
the Federal Government contributes. 
The retirement payments are made di
rectly from the general funds of the 
Treasury. 

The all-volunteer service concept, 
with its much higher pay and added in
centives, which we embarked upon 8 
years ago, has become very costly. This 
proposed pay increase would not only 
affect the present outlays for personnel 
but would greatly increase future retire
ment payments. 

When the all-volunteer military serv
ice concept first went into effect 8 years 
ago, military retired pay was $3.7 bil
lion and has been increasing at an 
alarming rate. For this fiscal year it is 
$11.5 bililon. 

May I repeat, the cost of retirement 
pay has increased from $3. 7 billion to 
$11.5 billion. 

It is apparent that these retirement 
increa.ses are going to continue to grow 
by leaps and bounds. 

Increasing military pay under the 
pending amendment would further in
crease retirement and other mllitary
related pay. 

Mr. President, I do not believe this is 
the time to embark on another pay raise 
which undoubtedly would encourage 
other Government employees to demand 
a comparable pay increase. 

The estimate of the cost of this amend
ment is $850 million. Presently, more 
than 55 percent of our defense budget 
request is for military and civilian per
sonnel costs. This amendment would 
increase that 1percentage even more. 

Mr. President, I strongly believe that 
existing pay rates for military person
nel should not be increased at this time. 
With our military strength compared to 
Russia declining year by year, the high
est priority for the huge amount of 
,money in this budget should be for 
modernizing every phase of our military 
capability. 

I urge support of the committee posi
tion and def eat of this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, if the 
proponents wish to use some time, this 
may be a good time to do so. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 
appreciate the suggestion of the distin
guished chairman. I would like to recog
nize the Senator from Oklahoma. If he 
would tell me how much time he would 
like, I shall be happy to yield. 

Mr. BELLMON. If the Senator will 
yield me 5 minutes, I would appreciate it. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I am delighted to 
yield 5 minutes to the Senator. 

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, I in
tend to support the amendment offered 
by Senator ARMSTRONG as it will be 
amended by Senator COHEN to remove 
the pay cap for military personnel ef
fective January 1, 1980. The estin:lated 
additional cost of this amendment is 
approximately $670 million, assuming 25 
percent absorption of the pay raise by 
the Pentagon. This is a significant 
amount of money and I am as aware as 
anyone that it makes the defense budget 
extremely tight. I have not reached my 
decision to support this amendment eas
ily. I am very much concerned about our 
situation regarding recently reported 

drops in junior enlisted recruiting and 
the danger that there will be growing 
pressure for this country to return to 
the draft. I feel the Congress must take 
immediate action, and I hope this will be 
the first step to support the all-volunteer 
force concept. 

Mr. President, I am one of those who 
went into World War II as a volunteer 
at what were ridiculously low wages, far 
below those being paid in the private 
sector. I have always resented that situa
tion. I feel it is unfair to ask young 
Americans to subsidize the defense of 
this country by serving in uniform at sal
aries far below those being paid their 
counterparts in the private sector. I feel 
we simply cannot expect young Ameri
cans to volunteer on that basis. 

I realize there are other, more selec
tive, approaches to this problem that are 
being studied, and I wholeheartedly sup
port the effort to find all ways possible to 
make the volunteer concept work so that 
we do not have to go back to a draft. 

But the fact is that we need to take 
immediate action to help redress a seri
ous nation defense problem, the drama
tic decline in military enlistments. Mr. 
President, we are all generally aware of 
the manpower shortage problems which 
are increasingly plaguing our military 
forces. In 1979, for the first time in 
memory, all branches of the U.S. military 
missed their recruiting goals. This short
fall was especially serious for the Army, 
which missed its recruiting goal by 16,000 
men and women. 

These shortages can be attributed to a 
number of causes--a shrinking base of 
18-year-old high school graduates and 
this problem will get worse, competition 
for young people as a result of increases 
in the minimum wage, the drop in dollar 
purchasing overseas, where one-quarter 
of our enlisted personnel are stationed, 
recruiting scandals, reductions in GI 
benefits, and perhaps others will be 
determined. All of these problems must 
be addressed and solved if the All-
Volunteer Force concept is to survive and 
work. 

Mr. President, there can be no doubt 
that the history of recent pay caps on 

·enlisted military pay, which have re
sulted in real declines in the purchasing 
power of these individuals, has been a 
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significant factor in the decreasing at
tractiveness of the military for poten
tial recruits. I realize that all Americans 
are affected by inflation. I realize that 
civilian Federal employees are affected 
by pay caps also. But the fact is that we 
face a real, not a hypothetical, problem 
and an immediate one regarding military 
personnel. We rely on these people to 
furnish the manpower for our national 
defense. They are in short supply. 

Civilian Federal workers play an 
equally important role in our country, 
but there is no serious shortage of peo
ple for these positions. I am certain the 
director of the Office of Personnel Man
agement could state that there is no 
shortage of applications for any Govern
ment jobs that come open for civilians, 
but there is obviously a very serious 
shortage of people willing to volunteer 
for the unif armed services. 

Mr. President, I shall leave it to oth
ers to give more facts in support of this 
amendment. Senator ARMSTRONG has the 
facts regarding his amendment. He has 
already given them to the Senate. I am 
not going to repeat them. This action is, 
I believe, quite simply, a step that must 
be taken in the interest of our national 
defense. 

During consideration of the budget 
resolution, I listened with great interest 
to the statements of individuals advo
cating higher defense spending, includ
ing Senator NUNN, who feels that we 
must spend more to preserve our defense. 
I agree with him. That higher spending 
was approved. But I do not believe that 
anyone can argue against insuring ade
quate manpower via the All Volunteer 
Force as the appropriate way to spend at 
least part of this increased money. 

Mr. President, I feel that Congress 
needs to get our national priorities in 
order. We have expanded many programs 
to take inflation into account in the 1980 
budget. I should like to read just a short 
summary of those programs that have 
been increased to take inflation fully 
into account, in some cases to go beyond. 

First is elementary and secondary edu
cation grants for the disadvantaged; im
pact aid-not all parts of it, but parts of 
it have been increased significantly; 
vocational education; student assistance 
for postsecondary education; CETA jobs 
and training for the structurally unem
ployed; nutrition and other social serv
ices for the elderly; child welfare serv
ices; emergency fuel assistance; food 
stamps; countercyclical assistance for lo
cal governments; mass transportation. 
We have, Mr. President, provided addi
tional funding for all those social pro
grams. I feel that we cannot have the 
kind of situation where we do not take 
care of those in uniform, who are hit by 
inflation just as hard as those who re
ceive the benefits of these various social 
schemes. 

Our defense personnel are equally im
portant, if not more important than 
those who are served by social programs 
and it is unfair for our country to force 
these young volunteers to subsidize de
fense by serving in uniform at salaries 
that do not keep up with the decline in 
the value of our currency. 

Mr. President, as much as anyone in 
the Senate, I want a strong defense. I 
oppose the draft, I favor the all-volun
teer concept, and I support the Arm
strong amendment, which will help make 
the armed services more attractive to 
those who are considering serving as 
volunteers in the defense of our country. 

Mr. President, I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 
compliment the Senator from Oklahoma 
for his very significant and meaningful 
contribution to this debate. 

I am prepared to yield to the Senator 
from New Mexico unless the other side 
wishes to take time at this point. 

I do now yield 5 minutes to the Sen
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, Sen
ators ARMSTRONG and MATSUNAGA, in 
sponsoring this amendment along with 
their many cosponsors, have taken an 
important first step toward improving 
a very serious situation that our defense 
structure is facing, namely, the potential 
threats in conventional arms, which are 
far greater at this time than even those 
in strategic arms. Normally, I am one 
Senator who will bow to the judgment of 
the distinguished chairman of the Com
mittee on Armed Services and the 
Defense Appropriations Subcommittee. 
However, in this case, the depth of our 
problems with respect to manpower re
quires me to do otherwise. 

Those problems include the quality, 
quantity, retention, and mobilization of 
military manpower. The Armstrong
Matsunaga amendment is extremely im
portant for obtaining and improving the 
quality, increasing the quantity, and 
insuring retention of necessary man
power. The mobilization issue is one 
which is still before us. However, if we 
can, in fact, create a strong volunteer 
force through actions such as this, then 
we, hopefully, will be able to avoid the 
draft, because it does not solve the 
mobilization problem. Only a strength
ened Reserve and National Guard sys
tem will solve that problem. 

The steps needed at this time, in addi
tion to this amendment, are to take a 
good, objective look, botli in Congress 
and in the administration, at the total 
manpower problem. This is why I intro
duced, along with the sponsorship of 
Senator ARMSTRONG and Senator MAT
SUNAGA and several others, S. 1989, which 
would provide an opportunity for that 
comprehensive look at military man
power needs and alternative means of 
meeting those needs. 

Of course, it is my personal opinion 
that the Reserves and the National 
Guard will eventually be the core of our 
total national defense structure as it 
relates to conventional arms. We must 
do everything we can that will insure 
the equipment and incentives in that 
part of our military forces. 

We must reverese this trend of con
tinually eroding the compensation and 
benefits of our military enlisted and of
ficer personnel. We must improve the 
pay scale, above all, but other benefits 
must also be looked to. 

This amendment although an ex
cellent one, obviously does not solve all 
the problems. It is, however, an excel
lent first step. The Senators are to be 
complimented for their efforts in this 
regard. 

It demonstrates a commitment by 
Congress to providing for the needs of 
the military and a willingness of this 
Congress, and I believe of the American 
people, to pay the cost for retaining our 
freedom. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 
very much appreciate the encourage
ment and support of the Senator from 
New Mexico. I thank him for his in
sightful discussion of this amendment. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that Jim Dykstra of Senator 
COHEN'S staff be granted privilege of the 
floor during consideration of this bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objeotion, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 
Minnesota (Mr. DURENBERGER) . 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
I am pleased to join my colleagues in 
cosponsoring amendment No. 571, a 
measure to set the military pay increase 
at the level recommended by the pay 
agent. My reasons for supporting this 
measure, and for urging its passage, can 
be summarized concisely in two words: 
equity and security. 

Ever since passage of the Federal Pay 
Comparability Act of 1970, it has been 
the intention of the Congress to insure 
that Federal employees, whether civil
ian or military, receive salaries which 
are comparable to those of the civilian 
work force. Mr. President, we have 
broken faith with our uniformed mili
tary personnel by failing to keep this 
commitment. 

While we are all aware of the effects 
of inflation, it is apparently necessary to 
reiterate that military salaries have 
been particularly savaged by this perni
cious form of taxation. As my friends, 
Senator ARMSTRONG and Senator MAT
SUNAGA have pointed out, the cost of liv
ing has increased by nearly 60 percent 
in the past 6 years, but military compen
sation has increased by slightly less 
than 41 percent. In other words, our 
soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines 
have suffered a net decline in purchasing 
power of 19.1 percent. 

These figures are necessarily dry and 
therefore fail to evoke the full signifi
cance of the current military pay situa
tion. To put it more bluntly, a recent 
editorial in the St. Paul Pioneer Press 
cites the fact that a bag boy in a San 
Francisco grocery store currently earns 
more money than an electronics tech
nician in the NavY. Equally, a recent 
Air Force manpower study indicates that 
20 percent of the enlisted personnel in 
the Air Force now hold a second job in 
order to make ends meet. How can our 
military personnel enjoy a strong family 
life when they are forced to choose be
tween living below the poverty line or 
working 16 hours per day? 

In other words, simple equity demands 
that we increase the salaries of tJhe 
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military services at least to the modest 
levels recommended by the President's 
pay agent but overruled by the Presi
dent himself. Mr. President, the men 
a.nd women in our armed services too 
often constitute a forgotten and invisible 
1;roup. Unlike other Americans, they can
not--and should not--seek pay increases 
through unionization or collective bar
gaining. They subsist on only what we 
in the Congress choose to give them. 
It is often easy to overlook their legiti
mate needs in the context of an appro
priations process which focuses on huge 
budgets and which seeks out dramatic 
examples of waste. But we are speaking 
here neither of waste nor of huge budg
ets; instead, we are speaking of equity, 
and equity at a bargain-basement price. 

My second reason for supporting this 
measure is, I believe, as simple and as 
logical as the first. Our military person
nel can react to low pay through one very 
simple expedient: they can quit. Unfor
tunately, they are doing so today in ever 
larger numbers. The effects on our serv
ices will be alarming if we do not take 
steps to reverse this piecemeal attrition 
of our military strength. 

When the United States made the 
decision to return to the All-Volunteer 
Force-a decision which I continue to be
lieve was sound-it was recognized that 
pay would have to be increased in ordered 
to attract and retain qualified personnel. 
Consequently, pay was substantially 
boosted in 1972. But since that date, there 
has been a steady decline in the pur
chasing power of military pay, a decline 
which correlates markedly with the de
terioration of recruiting and retention 
rates. 

During fiscal year 1979, all four mili
tary services failed to meet their recruit
ing goals. The overall recruiting rate was 
only 93 percent of the goal, as compared 
to 96 percent in fiscal year 1978. While 
the Army, as usual was the service which 
most dramatically fell short of its goal. 
It is significant that 1979 represents the 
first year in which all four services failed 
to obtain their full quota of recruits. 

These figures are grim enough, but 
perhaps even more disturbing are the 
rates of retention for the experienced 
people who are so crucial to the success of 
the military services. Third-term reen
listments are down to 69 percent, indicat
ing that many service people who had 
previously been on a career track are get
ting out rather than suffer the continued 
hardships of military life. Second-term 
reenlistments in the Navy are below 50 
percent. In other words, we are losing 
those mid-grade officers and NCO's 
whose experience and judgment have 
been developed to the point of expertise. 
While not everyone leaves the service for 
financial reasons, far too many cite this 
as the primary reason and it would be the 
height of folly to overlook an opportunity 
to reverse these trends. 

On November 1, 1979, I had printed in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD a letter from 
a young private in the Army, Philip 
Hewett. The thrust of his letter was to 
cite a decay in service morale arising 
from poor leadership. When our most 

experienced officers and NCO's leave the 
service, is it any wonder that leadership 
declines? 

In summary, Mr. President, I urge the 
adoption of this amendment for two 
fundamental reasons. First, it is just. 
Second, it is smart. False economies in 
the area of military pay will leave us 
penny-wise but pound-foolish, and I 
hope that my colleagues will join me in 
voting for this investment in the security 
of America. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, in 
a moment I would like to yield to the 
Senator from New Hampshire. 

I want to say before I do that I wish 
everyone in America could have heard 
the speech from my colleague from Min
nesota. He really identified the problem 
and the solution. I thank him for his 
participation. 

Mr. President, how much time do I 
have remaining under the time 
agreement? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 52 minutes and 49 seconds. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I thank the Chair. 
I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. STENNIS. May I say that I just 
indicated to the Senator from Maine 
that he would go next, but since he is 
not here-

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I am happy to 
yield some time. 

Mr. STENNIS. I would like to yield 10 
minutes to the Senator from Maine since 
I had asked him to come to the :floor at 
this time. 

Mr. MUSKIE. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, I am not sure, so may 

I ask the distinguished Senator from 
Colorado, I have two speeches here, one 
addressed to his amendment as intro
duced, and another to his amendment as 
I am told it may be modified by an 
amendment to be offered by my colleague 
from Maine <Mr. COHEN). 

I see no point in making both. Would 
the Senator be in a position to enlighten 
me as to which I should address myself 
to at this moment? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I am very happy 
to do that. 

Mr. President, the Senator from Maine 
(Mr. COHEN) intends to offer an amend
ment which will simply make the pending 
amendment effective January l, rather 
than October 1. 

While, of course, each of those who are 
sponsoring the amendment would be on 
their own as to how they feel about it, I 
think it is a reasonable idea anti will sup
port it because it will be nearly January 
1 by the time this is enacted. 

So I think the Budget Committee 
chairman would be correct in assuming 
that that is the way it is likely to be re
solved, although perhaps the Senator 
from Hawaii also would like to comment 
on that. 

Mr. MUSKIE. The Senator from Colo
rado intends to accept that amendment? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I do, for my part, 
although I have not had an opportunity 
to discuss it with Senator MATSUNAGA. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. President, if 
the Senator will yield, I do intend to 
join the Senator from Colorado in ac-

cepting the amendment to be offered by 
the Senator from Maine. 

Mr. COHEN. I want to indicate to my 
colleague from Maine that if this amend
ment is accepted, it will reduce the cost 
to the Treasury to $472 million, rather 
than the $700 million which is currently 
proposed. 

Mr. MUSKIE. I understand the budget 
implications of the amendment of mY 
colleague from Maine, as well as that of 
the Senator from Colorado. I will ad- · 
dress myself to the Cohen substitute 
which apparently is acceptable to the 
Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. President, as chairman of the 
Budget Committee, I constantly find my
self 'in the position where the Congress 
has adopted budget ceilings, overall 
budget aggregates, functional aggre
gates, and then I have to hold the Sen
ate's feet to the fire in protecting those 
aggregates. 

What is involved in this amendment 
is not just function 050 national defense 
spending, but the overall aggregates of 
the budget which the Senate approved 
just this week and the details of which 
the House of Representatives approved 
yesterday. 

This is not always a joyous or pleasant 
responsibility. Even if I liked this 
amendment and wanted to vote for it, I 
could not do so and at the same time dis
charge my responsibilities as chairman 
of the Budget Committee. 

Yesterday, the distinguished Senator 
from Colorado and I had a brief colloquy. 
He opposed the conference report on the 
second budget resolution because he said 
it projected spending that was too high 
and a deficit that was too high. He said 
that if the budget process does not work. 
he was going to press for a constitutiona.1 
amendment to limit spending. 

The most recent amendment of that 
kind to which I have been exposed is one 
which would limit spending to 20 percent 
of GNP. Under that limit, if it were in 
place today, this amendment would be 
out of order-I repeat out of order. 

I said to the Senator from Colorado 
yesterday that it is not budgets that 
spend money, it is people. 

Here we have this very attractive pro
posal that is sure to attract votes in the 
Senate, applause out in the military, 
and applause throughout the country. 

It is a nonloser in political terms. I 
have learned to detect these kinds of 
nonlosers. They are primarily responsi
ble for the high level of Government 
spending in our budget today. 

If this amendment is adopted, there 
will be another nonloser following on its 
heels---a proposal to spread this largesse, 
this 10.4 percent increase, across the 
board, throughout the Defense Depart
ment to all its civilians at the very least: 
Then a third nonloser would appear and 
it would spread the largesse across the 
entire Federal establishment. 

If those two things happen, they are 
going to have just as much sex appeal, 
just as much attraction, and just as 
much clout as this one. Whether it is 
farmers on one occasion, or disaster vic
tims on another occasion, or the recip-
ients of school lunch programs on an-
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other occasion, I have learned that I 
can detect them all-the nonlosers for 
which a case is made that justifies break
ing the budget, ignoring spending ceil
ings, and abandoning discipline. 

I know that I probably am on the los
ing side of this amendment, but setting 
this example, which could spread 
throughout the Federal budget, is no 
service to the people who would benefit 
from the amendment. 

I listened to the sponsors of this 
amendment, and what was .the very 
heart of their case for it? Inflation. In
flation. I was temporarily Presiding Of
ficer and listened to both sides. And it 
was a good vantage point to hear each 
side. Inflation. 

There is a built-in inflation in this 
budget: First, with military pay; then, 
with civilian pay in the Defense Depart
ment, I have no doubt; and then with 
Federal pay across the board. That is 
what I see ahead of us, and I am help
less to stop it. 

So, Mr. President, I oppose the Arm
strong amendment, as it will be amended 
by the Cohen amendment, to increase 
the 1980 pay raise for military personnel 
from 7 percent to 10.4 percent on Janu
ary l, 1980. 

This 50 percent increase in the pay 
raise just granted 40 days ago violates 
the congressional budget, discriminates 
unfairly between Defense Department 
civilian and military personnel perform
ing the same job and will lead through 
legislative or legal action to an equal 
pay increase for every civilian employee 
in the Government. · 

The actual cost of this amendment 
will not be the $600 million its authors 
suggest, even though that would break 
the budget. The actual cost-counting its 
inevitable extension to the whole Gov
;ernment--will exceed $1.5 billion per 
year and could add to the deficit by as 
much as the $1.5 billion. 

Before addressing the specific prob
lems, I want to make my support clear 
for a realistic, accurately targeted solu
tion to the problem of military compen
sation ~nd retention. 

No doubt, many of these problems in 
recruiting and retention are dollar prob
lems. All Government employees pay 
has been at well below the rate of infla
tion in recent years-all of it. Minimum 
wage increases have reduced the attrac
tiveness of military pay to junior enlisted 
personnel. There is no doubt about it. 
The depreciation of the dollar places a 
severe strain on our servicemen over
seas. There is no doubt about that. 

Congress and the President must seek 
to rectify these and other related real 
problems, like recruitment scandals and 
inadequate housing and medical care, if 
we are to recruit and retain the all-vol
unteer-force and avoid returning to con
scription. There is no doubt about it. 

These real problems will not be solved 
by a well-intentioned but simplistic pro
posal that raises all military pay from 
seamen and privates to generals and 
admirals. This problem cannot be solved 
simply by throwing money at it--a de
vice that often is attributed, on the floor 
of the Senate, to supporters of social 
programs. 

This amendment is a very expensive 
but _not necessarily an effective way of 
dealing with the causes that undermine 
our ability to recruit and retain the peo
ple needed to provide a strong defense 
capability. Instead, we should focus on 
the specific problems causing our man
power troubles. We do not need to in
crease generals' and admirals' and other 
career officers' pay to encourage recruit
ment and retention of the personnel who 
are really suffering the hardship this 
blunderbuss approach addresses. Those 
at the bottom of the pay scale in the 
military establishment will get only $15 
a month out of this amendment; $15 a 
month. 

Surely, this pay increase, which would 
come on top of the 7 percent $4.2 billion 
increase of just 40 days ago, is prema
ture. The Department of Defense has 
just completed a study of its current 
manpower problems. That study is now 
being evaluated by the Secretary of De
fense and the military services for sub
mission to Congress. It recommends se
lective pay raises for the really critical 
personnel areas within the Armed 
Forces. These selective pay raises focus 
on entry-level recruits and junior level 
officers and also on special areas such as 
pilots and physicians. The Department 
of Defense has endorsed that approach 
and has written to Senator STENNIS, 
chairman of the Defense Appropriations 
Subcommittee, opposing the 10.4 percent 
pay increase amendment. 

Mr. President, the Armstrong amend
ment would cost $600 million in budget 
authority and outlays. If the amendment 
were extended to cover the civilian em
ployees of the Department of Defense, 
the cost would increase to $1.0 billion in 
budget authority and outlays. And, if it 
were further extended to cover all Fed
eral civilian employees, the cost would 
escalate to $1.5 billion in both !budget au
thority and outlays. 

And that is not within the budget re
solution. That is a budget buster. 

If it were possible for the agencies in
volved to apply the same absorption rates 
to this proposal as were assumed for 
the 7-percent pay raise in the second 
budget resolution (25 percent for DOD 
military and civilian employees: 40 per
cent for Federal agencies other than 
DOD) , the costs would be somewhat less 
but still considerable. 

Mr. President, that would require a 
historically high absorption rate in the 
Department of Defense. To absorb at 
that rate becomes more difficult when 
the size of the pay increase grows. So 
absorption of 25 percent which is as
sumed in the budget is a very difficult 
proposition. 

The Armstrong amendment itself 
would cost $500 million in budget au
thority and outlays. The cost would rise 
to $800 million in budget authority and 
outlays if the amendment were extended 
to include civilian employees of the De
partment of Defense. And the cost would 
be $1.1 billion in budget authority and 
outlays if all Federal civilian employees 
were included. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to print in the RECORD a table show
ing these amounts. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

[Fiscal year 1980, in millions of dollars) 

Full cost 

BA 

Cost with 
absorp

tion 1 

0 BA 0 

Armstrong amendment: Provide full 
10.4 percent raise for military 
person11eL ______________ .____ 631 623 473 467 

Pl us full 10.4 percent pay raise for 
OoO civilian personeeL ______ _ 1, 047 1, 032 785 774 

Plus full 10.4 percent pay raise for 
all Federal civilian employees __ 1, 549 1, 526 1, 086 1, 070 

1 Assumes absorption rates contained in Second Budget 
Resolution: 25 percent for 000 military and civilian employees; 
40 percent for Federal agencies other than 000. 

Note: BA-Budget authority; 0-0utlays. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, this pay 
increase amendment should be rejected 

· for a number of reasons. 
The amendment violates the congres

sional budget figures which have been 
agreed to by both Houses. Even though 
final conference action on the budget 
resolution is not complete, both Houses 
have approved budget totals which would 
be violated by this amendment. This 
same amendment was expressly rejected 
by the Budget Committee in its markup 
of the budget and no mention was made 
of it on the Senate floor at the time of 
the debate on the budget resolution. 

Its adoption now would mean that 
money initiated by the Hollings-Nunn 
3 percent growth amendment would be 
diverted from readiness expenditures to 
pay. Moreover, in light of the amounts 
already provided in the pending defense 
appropriation bill and foreseeable total 
defense spending requirements, such as 
the military construction appropriation, 
this bill will violate both the defense ceil
ing in the budget resolution and the 
budget resolution's aggregate totals as 
well. It will deepen the deficit to that 
extent and drive the deficit over $30 
billion. 

The pay increase proposed in this 
amendment will add between $470 and 
$640 million in both budget authority 
and outlays to defense spending levels. 
And these costs do not include the ad
ditional $900 million necessary when 
similar civilian pay increases are grant
ed. And we are , almost certainly going 
to be forced to extend these raises to 
civilians once this pay difference is 
created between military and civilian 
employees, many of whom perform iden
tical work, side by side, in the same office 
or facility. 

The cost of this amendment, added to 
the current estimalte of other known de
fense funding requirements, will breach 
the defense spending ceilings by $140 
million in budget authority. 

If we assume that the historically high 
25 percent absorption rate for defense 
pay raises assumed in the second budget 
resolution would reduce the total of the 
amendment to $470 million, the amend
ment would then fit within the defense 
ceilings. However, this does not include 
the hidden cost of added civilian pay. 

Thus, it is l'ikely that the potential cost 
of the amendment will break the budget 
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ceiling for the defense function. Further, 
the defense ceilings assume that the Con
gress will achieve strategic stockpile and 
future personnel savings. 

I must add that the chief sponsor of 
the amendment is seeking to reduce some 
of these personnel savings. If he is suc
cessful, the pressure on spending ceilings 
will be even greater. 

These potential violations of the de
fense budget ceiling will add directly to 
the deficit. There are no compensating 
budget areas which might be raided to 
pay for this amendment. In fact, it p:--es
ently appears that the AppropriatiL1ns 
Committee will have to substantially 
shortchange other priority areas to stay 
within the budget totals unless already 
enacted appropriations are reduced. Thf:: 
possible appropriations excess presently 
stands at more than $1 billion 'in budget 
authority and about $2 billion in outlays. 
These amounts assume that potential 
savings in the defense function can be 
applied to other areas of the budget. 

And the amendment contains a second, 
even larger hidden cost, because it would 
open the floodgates for added pay in
creases for Federal civ'il service and wage 
board employees. This would add another 
$900 million to the budget and to the def
icit. This is the cost we face when sooner 
or later this increase must also be given 
to the Department of Defense civilian 
employees and the employees of the rest 
of the Government. 

I have no doubt that Federal unions 
favor passage of this amendment and 
will 'immediately demand in Congress and 
the courts that we honor the existing 
laws which requires comparability be
tween military and civilian pay. 

Which of us will be able to explain to 
civilian Defense Department employees 
from our State why a major doing the 
same work in the next office gets more 
pay? How can we give a pay increase 
to 2 million military personnel while we 
deny a comparable increase for the first 
time in many years to civilian Govern
ment employees? 

The amendment also erodes our ef
forts to control inflation through wage 
guidelines. It abandons the need for 
Government to set examples for restraint 
in wages and spending. 

Establishing inequality in pay among 
Government employees is not the solu
tion to recruitment and retention in the 
All-Volunteer Force. Let us face the 
problems of the All-Volunteer Force 
head-on. We are not solving them here 
with this kind of proposal. Why kid our
selves otherwise? Is it fair to give a full 
colonel in the Pentagon with 18 years 
of service a 10.4-percent raise when the 
GS-3 civilian family man who cleans the 
colonel's omce at night gets only 7.0 
percent? 

The Armed Services Committee and 
the Department of Defense should be 
given the time they need to work to
gether on solutions for curing the ills 
of the All-Volunteer Force. We cannot 
do that by creating new, budget busting 
pay inequalities. 

The answer to specific manpower 
problems involves selective solutions. If 
there are enlisted personnel problems
address them. If there are junior-level 

omcer problems-address them. If there 
are problems overseas because of the dol
lar problem-address them. For exam
ple, there are 400i000 Armed Forces per
sonnel overseas and 1.6 million in the 
United States. Only 20 percent of mili
tary personnel may be affected by the 
dollar's problems. 

Rather than remedying the real prob
lems of the personnel overseas, this 
amendment would dilute its benefits 
among those who are stationed here at 
home. 

A comparison of selected examples of 
regular military compensation and gen
eral schedule civilian pay indicates that 
military pay already exceeds that of 
civilian pay at comparable levels. This 
amendment would only serve to create 
more disparity between military and 
civilian pay levels. 

In closing, Mr. President, Congress 
must admit that there are manpower 
problems and pay problems within our 
Armed Forces. We must address these 
problems and how they affect the All
Volunteer Force. We must address them 
soon. 

Defense manpower problems must be 
confronted jointly with the administra
tion. I believe that the fiscal year 1981 
defense budget will offer solutions that 
are reasonable. It is too soon to panic. 
The Congress must assert itself toward 
the objective of fiscal responsibility. Re
jection of this amendment moves in that 
direction. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the 
Armed Services Committee has jurisdic
tion over manpower and responsibility 
for authorizing military personnel as 
well as civilian personnel. We have a 
subcommittee on that. We worked for 
years on the matter and I believe we 
have a real scientific record and pres
entation of pertinent facts. 

I yield 10 minutes now to the Senator 
from Georgia who is the chairman of 
that subcommittee but not the only 
worker on it. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I rise to sup
port the position of the Senator from 
Mississippi and the Senator from Maine 
in opposition to this amendment. The 
Senator from Maine has just outlined 
what the cost of this amendment is in 
terms of its direct, immediate impact. 

Let me tell what the Senate is really 
voting on. We are voting on a theory. 
We are voting on a philosophy. We are 
about to vote as to whether we think 
we can bail out the problems of the Vol
unteer Force by increasing military pay 
across the board. That is what we are 
voting on, by separating military pay 
from civilian pay. That is the issue here 
today. 

The Senator is correct about the di
rect cost of this amendment. Let me tell 
my colleagues what the implied cost of 
this amendment is: This amendment, if 
we carry through this philosophy that is 
being voiced with all sincerity by well
meaning colleagues, will cost more than 
the MX program between now and 1985. 

This is what we are talking about. We 
are talking about $40 billion, and I am 
not drawing that figure out of the air. 
If Senators want to look at a report, in 
1977, by CBO, they will find that CBO 

predicted this body· would face this ques
tion, and one possible response would be 
the way the sponsors of the amendment 
are asking us to respond today. I quote 
page 16 of the report: "If the Armed 
Forces try to make up for these short
ages" and everyone has been able to pre
dict shortages that knows about the 
demographic changes over the next 5 
years. They say, and I quote again: "If 
the Armed Forces try to make up for 
these shortages with across-the-board 
pay increases by 1985, they could add up 
to $8 billion per year over today's man
power costs without any additions in 
military forces. Even if pay inducements 
were limited to bonuses for recruits 
alone, the cost would go up by more than 
$2 billion per year by 1985." 

I will get into the $40 billion :figure in 
a minute, but basically what it is, is tak
ing the CBO figure and instead of using 
1977 dollars, which they did, we can pro
ject the actual dollars that will evolve 
based on a very conservative rate of 
inflation. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues to 
defeat the amendment by the Senators 
from Colorado and Hawaii and others to 
remove the pay cap for military per
sonnel. 

PROBLEMS OF THE ALL-VOLUNTEER FORCE 

The sponsors of this amendment are 
absolutely correct when they cite the 
serious problems that the All-Volunteer 
F1<>rce is now encountering. Our Reserve 
forces are over 20,000 men below author
ized strengths, which themselves are far 
below realistic requirements. Recruiting 
for the active military is becoming in
creasingly more dim.cult. All four serv
ices failed to meet their recruiting ob
jectives in the past year and total active 
military strength is about 30,000 below 
the congressionally authorized level. 

But shortages in the number of per
sonnel are not the only problems. The 
military services are also having in
creasing dimculty in maintaining qual
ity standards among those who do en
list. During fiscal year 1979, only 64 per
cent of all those who enlisted were high 
school graduates-a decline of 10 per
cent in the proportion of high school 
graduates from a year ago. Indeed, even 
though the Army is now simplifying its 
technical and equipment publications to 
the 7th grade level, some 19 percent of 
its new recruits are reading at or below 
the 7th grade level. 

The future looks even worse because 
we face a substantial and continuing de
cline in the number of 18-year-olds for 
at least the next decade. 

For fiscal year 1980, the Army will try 
to recruit one-third more recruits than 
it did in fiscal year 1979 in order to main
tain strength. 

The Army is responding to these ad
verse recruiting trends by lowering its 
enlistment eligibility criteria and has 
decided to permit the enlistment of 17-
year-old males who have not completed 
high school. The Army had stopped en
listing 17-year-old nongraduates because 
of the alarming rate at which this group 
failed to complete its first term of serv
ice; now it will turn its attention once 
again to this group if it is to achieve its 
authorized end strength. 
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The Navy is faring little better. On 

August 28, the Navy announced that it 
will lower its recruiting goal for high 
school graduates from 76 percent of new 
enlistees to 72 percent, and will spend 
additional resources for so-called aca
demic remediation training, emphasiz
ing reading and writing skills for mar
ginally qualified individuals. 

These problems are exacerbated by the 
large shortages in the Reserve compo
nents, the lack of sufficient personnel in 
critical skills like doctors, and the lack 
of a peacetime registration program 
under the Military Selective Service Act. 
If the All-Volunteer Force cannot sus
tain itself adequately in peacetime, how 
can we expect it to provide the founda
tion for mobilization in war? 

THESE PROBLEMS WILL NOT BE SOLVED BY 

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 

While the sponsors of this amendment 
are correct in recognizing the serious 
problems in the All-Volunteer Force. this 
proposed amendment will not solve these 
problems. Increasing the basic pay of re
cruits $15 a month, which is what this 
amendment does, will not solve recruit
ing problems, especially when we recog
nize that bonuses of $2,500 are now avail
able for enlistments in skills where there 
are shortages. 

In fact, Charles Moskos, sociology pro
fessor at Northwestern University, who 
has studied the enli$ted volunteer force 
and manpower implications more than 
anyone else in the academic world I know 
about, testified before the Manpower and 
Personnel Subcommittee that: 

Large raises in military pay were the prin
cipal rationale to induce persons to join the 
All-Volunteer Force. This has turned out to 
be a. double-edged sword, however. Youth 
surveys show that high pay motivates less 
qualified youth-for example, high school 
dropouts, those with poor grade~to join, 
while having a. negligible effect on more qua.l
ifted youth-those ta.king academic high 
school courses or college bound. 

In other words, what we are doing, in 
all sincerity, if we are going to spend 
more money on military pay, is putting 
it precisely in the wrong place. If we 
want to recruit high quality people, what 
we really need to do, if we are trying to 
aim at recruiting, is to have some form 
of educational benefit. We have had hour 
after homr of testimony on that point. 

I happen to be skeptical about any 
large increase in the overall cost of man
power. But for goodness sake let us not 
put it in this category across the board 
which really, in effect, is not going to 
help recruiting. 

The structure of miltary pay does need 
to be reviewed. In 1964, the average first 
term military member was paid about 47 
percent of the average careerist. Now, 
the average first term military member 
is paid abourt 62 percent of what the av
erage careerist is paid. We have front 
loaded pay for first term personnel to the 
extent that there is less to look forward 
to in a military career, except for a large 
retirement annuity at 20 years service. 
our first priority in looking at pay 
changes should be to address the needs 
and expectations of the career force. Re
moving the pay cap will not address this 
need. 

What we need to do is to give incen
tives for people to stay in for a career. 
The Navy's critical problems, the most 
critical problems, are at the 8-, 9-, and 
10-year career service pay, not at the 
beginning. 

Military pay is a very complicated 
system. It includes basic pay, and the 
basic allowances for quarters, and the 
basic allowance for subsistence. There is 
also a tax advantage since these allow
ances are not taxed. There are other al
lowances such as those for uniforms and 
family separations. There are incentive 
pays for flight duty, submarine duty, and 
other hazardous duty. There are enlist
ment and re-enlistment bonuses and 
special pay for doctors and others. Mili
tary pay reform must include a compre
hensive review of all parts of this com
pensation system. 

The Department of Defense, which 
opposes this amendment, is now con
ducting a review of military pay as part 
of the fiscal year 1981 budget submis
si·on and has stated that proposed 
changes would not be an across-the
board pay increase. The Department has 
submitted a retired pay reform package 
which is now pending before the Armed 
Services Committee. The administration 
has submitted a proposed change to the 
measures of comparability in determin
ing pay raises for military and civilian 
personnel, which is now pending before 
the Governmental Affairs Committee. 
There is a recognition that a restructur
ing of military pay is needed but this 
amendment does not provide for any re
structuring. 

Mr. President, as I have stated before 
there is a need for substantial annuai 
real increases in defense spending on 
the order of 5 percent or more in budget 
authority over the ooming years. In my 
judgment, such increases are essential 
if we are to begin to halt the adverse 
trends in the East-West military bal
ance. We must also get more out of the 
defense dollars we do spend, and we 
must limit and reduce the proportion of 
the budget used for manpower--even if 
it requires our political leaders to make 
uncomfortable choices. 

Since 1970, the Soviet Union has in
vested a total of $104 billion more than 
the United States for military equip
ment and facilities. 

The Volunteer Force was based on the 
theory-and I suppose it still is theo
retically-that aJl the taxpayers should 
bear the additional cost of manpower 
directly, rather than impose an implicit 
tax on those drafted. Unfortunately, like 
most Washington theories, this one has 
been only 50 percent implemented. The 
additional manpower cost has not been 
borne by increased general taxes or re
duced social spending, instead it has 
come directly from the other parts of 
the defense budget, and that is exactly 
what this amendment is also doing. 

Manpower costs now account for 59 
percent of the defense budget. In 1964, 
manpower costs accounted for 48 per
cent of the defense budget. If the man
power proportion had remained con
stant at the 48-percent level between 
1970 and 1978, we would have had an 
additional $100 billion in today's dollars 

to spend on military investment and 
readiness rather than manpower. Addi
tional defense funds which are made 
available should not be gobbled up just 
to keep baling wire and Band-aids on a 
policy that · has lost its logical credi
bility but not its political support. 

Manpower costs now account for 59 
percent of the defense budget. In 1964 
manpower costs accounted for 48 per
cent of the defense budget. If the man
power proportion had remained constant 
at the 48-percent level between 1970 and 
1979 we would have had an additional 
$100 billion in today's dollars to spend 
on military investment and readiness 
rather than in manpower. 

So if your constituents ask you, "What 
is happening to all the money we are 
pouring in? Why can't we get a rapid 
deployment force to the Middle East 
quickly?" You can give them the answer 
"because we have spent another $100 
billion on manpower." 

I am not advocating we roll that back. 
I know much of those increases was 
needed. I realize the plight of many of 
our military personnel, but we have got 
to look at the bottom line, and the bot
tom line is why do we have military 
forces? The reason is so that we can pro
tect this Nation. 

I will say to the Senate today if we go 
down the line advocated by those who 
propose this amendment, we will not be 
able to protect this Nation because we 
are going to put a larger and larger per
cent of the overall military budget into 
manpower. That is a dead end street. We 
simply cannot afford to do it. 

<Mr. PRYOR assumed the chair.) 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. NUNN. I have to get through with 

my remarks. My time has almost expired. 
After I complete my remarks I will be 
glad to yield to the Senator. 

The high rate of inflation is affecting 
the real income of servicemen, Federal 
civilian workers, and most Americans. 
I am very sympathetic to the effect of 
inflation on military servicemen and 
realize and appreciate the many sacri
fices that our military has made and is 
making. It should also be kept in mind 
that since 1964, before the Vietnam war, 
average military basic pay has increased 
by 224 percent. Prices during that same 
time frame have increased by 140 per
cent, 84 percent less than the rate of in
crease in the military pay. 

Over the same period of time military 
procurement for ammunition, for 
planes, for ships, for the vital kinds of 
defense dollars that we have got to have 
to be able to protect this Nation, has 
increased by 46 percent, something like 
100 percent less than the rate of infla
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask the 
Senator from Mississippi to yield me 5 
additional minutes, if he would. 

Mr. STENNIS. Very well, 5 minutes. 
Mr. NUNN. The 7-percent pay cap is 

part of President Carter's anti-inflation 
program where the Federal Government 
is. being asked to show an example of pay 
raise restraint in an effort to halt in
flation. There are many questions of 
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equity that must arise if the pay cap is 
removed only for the military. What 
about Federal white collar and blue col
lar civilian workers? What about private 
sector workers who have settled for a 7-
percent pay raise in voluntary compli
ance with the administration's wage 
guidelines? 

In addition, this amendment attempts 
to introduce an entirely new pay raise 
mechanism. Instead of considering the 
amount of the pay raise to maintain 
comparability and any alternative plan 
submitted by the President in Septem
ber, we will now, in addition, consider 
pay raises for individual groups of em
ployees in appropriations bills. We will 
have to face the pay raise questions over 
and over again. 

Mr. President, this amendment Is a 
classic case of recognizing a problem and 
then attempting to solve the problem by 
throwing money at it. 

According to the Department of De
fense, the amendment would add $880 
million directly to defense manpower 
costs in fiscal year 1980. But we must 
recognize that this is only a first step. 
You are voting on a philosophy today. 
We must recognize where that philosophy 
will lead. 
THROWING MONEY AT A PROBLEM WILL NOT 

SOLVE THE PROBLEM 

In January 1977, the Congressional 
Budget Offi.ce issued a report on the Costs 
of Defense Manpower. That study pro
jected significant shortages in the sup
ply of recruits for the military services 
in the 1980's and discussed budget op
tions. On page 16 of that report, it states: 

If the armed forces try to make up for 
these shortages with across-the-board pay 
increases, by 1985 they could add up to $8 
blllion per year (in 1977 constant dollars) 
over today's manpower costs without any 
additions to military forces. 

Senators should realize that by en
dorsing this amendment, they would be 
endorsing an attempted cure for the All
Volunteer Force with money. We would 
be literally accepting an attempt to "try 
to make up for these shortages with 
across-the-board pay increases" as out
lined in the Congressional Budget Of
fice study. If that is the approach that 
this body wants to adopt, then so be it. 
But let us realize exactly where we are 
heading with this approach. 

The Senate should realize that this 
amendment will not be the last attempt 
to throw money at the All-Volunteer 
Force problems. This is a first step. This 
$880 million proposal is only the tip of 
the iceberg that may well sink attempts 
to satisfy our pressing national security 
needs. The sponsors of this amendment 
should realize that throwing money at 
the All-Volunteer Force problems will 
lead us down the road to this $8 billion 
increase predicted by the Congressional 
Budget Offi.ce; it will lead us down the 
road to the policy of increased man
power costs for lower quality personnel 
referred to by Secretary Brown; it will 
continue leading us down the road of 
increasing manpower costs at the ex
pense of military investment, which may 
increase our defense costs and lower our 
defense capabilities. 

Congress has recently adopted a 
budget resolution with dollar figures 
which I advocated intended to provide 
increasing efforts in national defense and 
3 percent real growth in fiscal year 1980 
and 5 percent real growth in future 
years for the national defense budget 
function. If we adopt this approach of 
trying to make up for the shortcomings 
of the All-Volunteer Force by across
.the-board pay increases, we cannot also 
also accommodate those real growth in
creases for defense investment that we 
recently intended to include in the 
budget resolution. We will not be able to 
achieve a real growth of 3 percent in 
fiscal year 1980 and would probably have 
growth of less than 2 percent. We will 
have only one-half the real growth in 
fiscal year 1981 and one-third the real 
growth in fiscal year 1982 than the 5 per
cent real growth that was supposed to 
be provided in that budget resolution. 
By fiscal year 1983, this approach will 
completely absorb the dollars that a 5 
percent real growth increase was sup
posed to provide for defense investment. 

If you believe that increased pay is the 
right way to go, and you also believe 
that defense investment must be in
creased, as we voted earlier this year, in 
other words, if you want the approach 
and philosophy of this amendment but 
you want to see real defense investment 
grow, let me tell you what you are going 
to have to do. 

You are going to have to add $40 bil
lion to the national defense budget be
tween fiscal year 1980 and fiscal year 
1985 only for pay increases. That $40 
billion will not buy a single ship, air
craft, or missile but will be needed to 
provide the money for the across-the
board pay increases that the Congres
sional Budget Offi.ce projects will be nec
essary to make up recruiting shortages 
in those years. 

We have problems with the All-Volun
teer Force. 

Mr. President, I need about 2 more 
minutes and I will be finished. 

We do have problems, and I agree with 
my colleagues on that point. But I want 
to tell you what this amendment will not 
do for those problems. It will not resolve 
the serious problems of reserves, in the 
individual Ready Reserve and Reserve 
units. It does not solve those problems. 

It would not resolve the problem that 
in an emergency the Army would be 
compelled to deploy quickly all combat 
_personnel from Reserve units, leaving 
those units completely gutted and in
capable of being deployed until trained 
draftees became available to fill the 
units. The shortfall in combat trained 
personnel is so serious that it would seri
ously debilitate units in combat. This 
amendment will not resolve the problem 
of the disastrous state of military med
ical care and the grave shortages of doc
tors and other medical personnel. In case 
of an emergency, thousands of young 
people in combat units will die or be per
manently crippled unnecessarily because 
we will not have the medical personnel 
to treat them or the capability to return 
them quickly to the United States. 

This amendment will not solve the 

problem of the increasing number of 
married personnel who are enlisting in 
the military and who have increased the 
number of dependents in Europe to the 
point of adversely affecting readiness and 
bringing into question the adequacy of 
evacuation plans. 

In summary, Mr. President, I commend 
the sponsors of this amendment for 
highlighting the serious problems of the 
All-Volunteer Force. All our efforts are 
needed to resolve current serious military 
manpower problems. Amending the ap
propriations bill to remove the pay cap 
for military personnel will not solve these 
problems. It will cost a great deal of 
money. I urge my colleagues to reject this 
amendment. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I will be 
prepared to yield in 2 minutes, but I want 
a chance to be heard by the membership. 
So, if non-Senator personnel will please 
retire to one side--

Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield to me for a minute 
of two? 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes; I yield to the Sen
ator, if it is necessary. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I will be glad 
to wait. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I want to 
make just a very brief statement follow
ing what Senator NUNN has said. 

Members of the Senate, the law of the 
land that gives comparability for the 
military services was worked out here; it 
took years and years and years to get 
that written into the law. That is the law 
of the land, and it is, I am sure, the best 
way we can administer it. But now, with
out one iota of testimony, no hearings on 
the matter, no legislative committee 
passing on the question, we come in here 
and, on the floor of the Senate, without 
it even being presented to a committee, 
we are going to blow the living daylights 
out of this law for comparability pay, 
that is, of the military pay compared to 
civilian pay. We are literally tearing its 
insides out. We are abandoning it and 
throwing it to the dogs. 

We will catch the whirlwind; we might 
just as well fasten our seatbelts. We are 
not going to get by with an increase like 
this. The civilian employees will not 
leave us alone; they will be. coming in 
here, and they will have a lobby. It is in 
their interests: I do not blame them. 

You have heard these amazing figures 
here, compiled in a responsive way, of 
what the reults will be, year after year 
for 5 years. That is the course we are go
ing. Fifty-nine percent · of all the mili
tary appropriation goes for personnel al
ready, with 41 percent left for all the 
other things, worldwide, that we have to 
face. 

I am not trying to be stingy. I would be 
willing to lose the personnel, by even as 
much as 20 percent, and put the same 
amount of money on the 80 percent that 
are left. That would get the cost com
parability that we need. Then, instead of 
putting it on these new men, I would put 
some money on the line sergeants and 
the first sergeants are are so essential 
and necessary, and without whom there 
can be no effective army. 

I think we are just throwing caution 
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to the winds. We are repudiating all the 
legisl·ative processes, and I do not know
we are going to make things worse again 
by just throwing in a big lump of money, 
hoping it will solve the problem. Mr. 
President, it will make it worse. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Can we re

duce the time, may I ask the proponents 
and the opponents? It seems to me this 
matter has been pretty evenly discussed 
and thoroughly discussed, and I dare say 
every Senator right now knows how he is 
going to vote. 

Senators are going to have to catch 
planes and leave, and I have said if we 
finished this bill tonight we would not 
be in tomorrow. I would hope we could 
finish it today. 

Can we vote after, say, 5 minutes on 
either side, and dispose of that? 

Mr. STENNIS. I will .be glad to yield 
back my time, Mr. President. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 
did not hear the suggestion of the ma
jority leader. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I suggested 
that there ·be 5 minutes more to the side. 
Five minutes more. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 
am most eager to conclude the debate, 
and, like the majority leader, I am one 
of those on a time schedule for aircraft; 
but I have promised to yield time to the 
Senator from Virginia <Mr. WARNER), to 
the Senator from Kansas <Mr. DOLE), 
also to the Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. 
PROXMIRE), and also to the Senator from 
New Hampshire (Mr. HUMPHREY). I 
think to honor my commitment to them 
I should be prepared to yield at least 5 
minutes to each of them. I would like to 
have, for my own part, just 2 minutes to 
wind up. 

I should probably point out to the 
majority leader that the Senator from 
Maine (Mr. COHEN) has an amendment 
which I am sure he intends to offer, and 
which I am prepared to accept as an 
amendment to my amendment. So, on 
our side, I think we are ready to move 
expeditiously, but I am not prepared to 
agree precisely to the majority leader's 
request. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. The Senator 
from Colorado needs 2 minutes. How 
much time does Senator WARNER need? 
Two minutes. How much does Senator 
COHEN need? Five minutes. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 
would be prepared to try to persuade 
Mr. DOLE, Mr. PROXMIRE, and Mr. 
HUMPHREY to each use no more than 2 
minutes, but I could not promise that, 
because I have indicated my willingness 
to yield them some time. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Would the 
Senator be willing to agree to 15 minutes 
on his side, and the Senator from Mis
sissippi--

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President--
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. If Mr. ARM

STRONG would be willing to agree to 15 
minutes on his side--

Mr. STENNIS. We will take 2 minutes 
on this side, Mr. President. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. The Senator 

from Mississippi is willing to end his de
bate in 2 minutes. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. STEVENS. I might point out that 

there are two more planes that leave this 
town going west, the last one at 5:40. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I understand. I 
have an engagement of the utmost 
urgency in Colorado, but this is a terribly 
important amendment to our service per
sonnel, so I am certainly willing to accept 
15 more minutes on this side, and at
tempt to do it in less than that. 

I am prepared to yield at this time the 
2 minutes, as requested, to the Senator 
from Virginia (Mr. WARNER). 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent for 15 minutes 
under the control of Mr. ARMSTRONG, to 
be yielded as he wishes, and 2 minutes to 
Senator STENNIS. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from West Virginia? Without objection. 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I would 
like t-0 speak a moment in support of this 
amendment. I am a cosponsor of it. 

I find myself in a very awkward posi
tion, as a member of the Armed Services 
Committee, in opposing the position of 
my chairman as well as the chairman of 
the subcommittee (Mr. NUNN). But I feel 
that simple equity demands that we ask 
for this pay relief. 

Mr. President, I do not like to advocate 
Federal spending programs. I believe our 
Government spends too much money and 
does not always spend, it wisely. There 
are surely areas where Federal spending 
can be reduced. 

However, I do believe in priorities and 
I do believe in basic equity. 

I believe that the national defense 
function is the single most important 
function of our National Government. It 
is a responsibility derived from the Con
stitution. It is a responsibility I am sworn 
to meet. 

Yet our Nation's defenses are suffering 
from cert·ain weaknesses. The All-Volun
teer Force is falling short in both the 
numbers and the quality of the people 
it needs, and the situation is getting 
worse. Not only are the services not re
cruiting sufficient people but the serv
ices are losing substantial numbers of 
midcareer servicemen who take with 
them much needed experience and ex
pertise. 

. One of the root problems of this is 
inadequate pay. Despite limited pay in
creases each year, the military falls fur
ther and further behind in real terms. 
Military pay has not kept up with in.fia
tion and it has not kept up with the 
civilian economy. Pay comparability with 
the civilian economy, even though a goal 
espoused in public law, just does not 
exist. 

With an All-Volunteer Force, the com
petition from the civilian economy is 
hard to beat. Fewer people are joining 
the services and more and more are 
leaving the military for economic rea
sons. Why stay in the military or go 
in the military when conditions are so 
bad as compared to the civilian economy. 

Aside from the importance of provid
ing for an adequate defense, I am con
cerned about military pay from an equity 
standpoint. 

The Federal Government is paying its 
servicemen and women at a pay scale far 
below that of the civilian economy. 

We ask our military personnel to en
dure hardships that would not be toler
ated in the civilian world. We ask them 
to suffer prolonged periods of family 
separation, frequent household moves 
and many other less tangible hardships. 

Even more important we ask them 
to risk their lives for us. 

Yet, what do they get in return? 
They get low pay. Many military fami

lies exist today at or below the poverty 
level. Thousands of military families 
qualify for food stamps and other pub
lic assistance. Even at the higher pay 
grades, many military personnel have 
skills that are much sought after in 
the civilian economy-skills that would 
bring much higher salaries and benefits 
if those individuals left military service. 

They are experiencing a steady ero
sion in benefits. Many military benefits 
which existed when individuals enlisted 
have now been reduced or eliminated. 
The decline in the quality and avail
ability of medical care is an obvious ex
ample. Even the 20-year retirement 
benefit is now perceived by many to be in 
jeopardy. 

They do not receive the recognition 
they deserve. People tend to forget that 
military personnel serve us. They protect 
us and our interests, and they do so 
often at great hardships to themselves. 
They deserve our respect. 

Mr. President, I do not view this 
amendment as an attempt to bail-out the 
All-Volunteer Force. Whether we con
tinue to have an All-Volunteer Force or 
whether we return to a draft, we owe it 
to our servicemen and women to pay 
them a living wage. 

I am not yet convinced that we need 
to return to the draft. Perhaps we may 
have to-perhaps not, but we do need to 
improve military pay scales regardless. 

This is not to bail out the All-Volun
teer Force. It is simple equity which I 
feel the people on a:tive duty today are 
entitled to. Every person on active duty 
today that we can retain saves us from 
recruiting and training five or more 
people. 

Mr. President, the Carter administra
tion is reported to be considering the sub
mission of a military pay raise next year 
which would have much the sanie effect 
as this amendment. 

I see no reason to delay such a pay 
raise. Our military people need to pay 
their bills now. Every month we delay 
means more and more quality people will 
choose to leave the military. Many will be 
forced by economic necessity to do so. 

Mr. President, this is a worthy amend
ment, a necesary amendment. I urge the 
Senate to support it. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD at this 
point a Wall Street Journal article and 
a Baltimore Sun article addressing the 
Carter administration's interest in a mil
itary pay raise. 
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There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
(From the Wall Street Journal, Oct. 26, 1979 J 
U.S. Is CONSIDERING BOOST IN Mn.ITARY PAY 
To AID IN RECRUITING, KEEPING PERSONNEL 

WASHINGTON.-The Carter administration 
is considering an increase in military pay for 
junior ranks to help the services recruit and 
retain personnel. 

Assistant Secretary of Defense Robert Pi
rie said the Pentagon is in the final stages of 
drafting plans for a military pay increase 
for fiscal 1981, beginning next Oct. 1. He 
wouldn't discuss the size of the increase, say
ing figures are being studied in the Pentagon 
before being submitted to the White House 
for inclusion in the budget that will go to 
Congress early next year. 

But Mr. Pirie said the Pentagon is con
sidering increases for new recruits and mm
tary people who have served less than 10 
years, rather than an across-the-board boost. 
"Recruiting for military service has become 
increasingly d11Hcult," he said, in pa.rt be
cause pay for the all-volunteer force "has 
failed to keep pace with wages for civ1Uan 
employment alternatives." Base pay for a new 
recruit is $448.80 a month. 

In fiscal 1979, ended Sept. 30, all four serv
ices fell below their recruiting goals for the 
first time since the draft was abolished in 
1973. The mmtary attracted 338,400 recruits, 
93% of its goal of 362,400. However, retention 
of recruits beyond their first term was higher 
than expected, helping to produce a year
end active force of 2,027,000, 24,000 short of 
the goal. 

There is increasingly vocal congressional 
support for a return to the draft, but Mr. 
Pirie reiterated the Carter administration's 
view that conscription isn't necessary. "A 
draft is a device for getting in very large 
numbers of people for very short terms," 
while today's increasingly technical mmtary 
services need well-trained people who serve 
for more than one term, he said. He said he 
believes the volunteer force is meeting that 
goal. 

Aside from a. possible pay increase, the 
Pentagon is ta.king other actions to boost re
cruiting. The m111ta.ry's advertising budget 
for recruiting wm rise to $97.7 m1llion this 
year from $74.7 mill1on last year. Efforts a.re 
being made to improve housing and adjust 
housing allowances to make military life 
more attractive. 

"We also are providing better support for 
our recruiters, the vast majority of whom 
a.re doing a. magnificent job," despite recent 
allegations of recruiting fraud in some areas 
of the country, Mr. Pirie said. 

[From the Baltimore Sun, Oct. 26, 1979) 
ARMED FORCES CONSIDER PAY, BENEFIT 
INCREASE TO BRIDGE RECRUITING GAP 

(By Charles W Corddry) 
WASHINGTON.-The Defense Department, 

facing its toughest recruiting problems since 
the draft ended, disclosed yesterday that it is 
considering pay raises and fringe benefits to 
make military service more attractive. 

Robert B. Pirie, Jr., assistant defense secre
tary for manpower, told a press conference 
that enlisted men and women had suffered 
a 7 percent drop in purchasing power since 
1973, the year the services shifted from the 
draft to reliance entirely on volunteers. 

The failure of mmta.ry pay to keep pace 
with the civ111an competition was high on 
Mr. Pirie's list of reasons for declining inter
est in volunteering. But even higher, he said, 
was a less-than-adequate portrayal to Ameri
can youth of the demands, challenges and re
wards of service. To that end, he said, re
cruiting and advertising outlays will be 
stepped up. 

Though all the services failed to meet 
their recruiting goals in fiscal 1979, the year 
that ended September 30, Mr. Pirie said he 
found nothing in current assessments "that 
says we need or should have conscription.'' 

Military needs, he emphasized, a.re not for 
large numbers of men and women who serve 
short tours, but for willing service members 
who sign on for four , six or more yea.rs and 
deal with problems that, "in this technologi
cal age," a.re increasingly complex. 

The services fell more than 24,000 short of 
their 1979 goal of 362,400 enlistees. They 
ma.de 93 percent of the goa.I, compared with 
96 percent in 1978. The decline evidently is 
continuing. In the final 1979 quarter, July
September, the figure dropped to 91 percent. 

A possibly drearier prospect, emerging from 
Mr. Pirie's sheaf of statistics yesterday, is the 
steady decline in reenlistment rates for ca
reer personnel-those who have served more 
than two tours of duty. From a. reenlistment 
rate of 81 pereent in 1975, the figure has 
dropped ea.ch year and reached 69.2 percent 
in 1979. 

The only offsetting increase was in the 
numbers w1lling to reenlist after their first 
term. This has gone up from 29.8 percent in 
1976 to 40 percent in 1979 and helps to ex
plain, Mr. Pirie said, why the services a.re 
within 1.5 percent of their strength goail de
spite the fa.II in new enlistments. 

The manpower chief was diffident a.bout 
spell1ng out pay raise and fringe benefit 
plans, noting the Army, Navy, Marine Corps 
and Air Force now a.re studying tentative 
plans and the hurdle of the White House 
Office of Management and Budget will yet 
have to be cleared. The e.dministra.tion, how
ever, now recognizes the problem, he said, 
though he would not criticize its recent an
nual 5.5 percent limit on increases. 

Mr. Pirie indicated that he was not think
ing of an a.cross-the-board raise, but of in
creased pay for those first entering service, 
perhaps for those in mid.,.ca.reer to help re
enlistment rates, and possibly bonuses tar
geted in high-skill technical areas where it is 
hard to compete with civilian employers or 
in tough combat roles where it is hard to 
induce men to stay on. 

He further said that consideration was be
ing given to providing better housing and 
moving benefits. Servicemen argue for in
stance, for a. variable housing allowance on 
grounds that it is hardly equitable to be 
given the same basic allowance in the Wash
ington area. a.s a.t, say, Fort Polk, La.. 

A young man or woman entering service 
today is paid $448.80 a month and, after basic 
training is boosted to $500.10 a month. 

Mr. WARNER. Thank you, Mr. Presi
dent. I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Colorado. 

Mr. ARMS~ONG. Mr. President, I 
appreciate the comments of the Sen
ator from Virginia and I thank him. I am 
now pleased to yield to the distinguished 
Senator from Kansas <Mr. DoLE). I had 
previously indicated I would yield 5 min
utes. Under the agreement just reached, 
if it is agreeable, I yield 2 minutes at this 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kansas is recognized. 

Mr. DOLE. I thank my distinguished 
colleague from Colorado. 

THE ELIMINATION OF THE MILITARY PAY CAP 
Mr. President, I rise in support of the 

amendment offered by my distinguished 
colleagues, Senators ARMSTRONG and 
MATSUNAGA, which eliminates the mili
tary pay cap. 

Mr. President, I am proud to be a co
sponsor of this amendment, as it begins 
to address a very real and serious prob
lem for our military serviceman and 
woman. 

Mr. President, the economic plight of 
our military serviceman and woman can 
no longer be. ignored. As we all know, 
members of the armed services are 
wholly dependent upon Congress to pro
vide them with a just and fair wage. In 
the past I have spoken against the con
cept of unions in the military. I have 
done so because, among others, I have 
recognized that unions could compromise 
the readiness of our military. 

These unique kinds of restraints im
posed on our military personnel, Which 
are essential if we are to maintain a re
liable and effective national defense, 
places these dedicated Americans in a 
special category. This, in turn, places a 
special obligation on us to deal fairly 
with the men and women who are ex
pected to def end our country, an obliga
tion that will not be met if we continue 
to ignore the serious economic plight of 
our servicemen and women. 
THE AMERICAN SOLDIER NOT EXCLUDED FROM 

INFLATION WOES 

Mr. President, most of us have suffered 
from infiation, but none so severely as 
those men and women who are expected 
to def end this country at all times, and 
in any place throughout the world. Mr. 
President, from December of 1972 to 
1978, the cost of living rose 59.9 percent. 
But the regular military compensation
base pay plus allowances for housing 
and subsistence-of the Armed Forces 
rose by only 40.8 percent. The Depart
ment of Labor reports that even with 
the 7 percent pay raise on October 1 
of 1979, members of our armed services 
are still some 19 percent behind the in
flationary curve. 

Mr. President, it is only fair that the 
pay cap for military personnel be lifted. 
In addition to this obvious reason, there 
are even more pressing, practical rea
sons for not forcing yet another pay cut 
on the men and women who def end our 
country. 

Mr. President, I am referring to the 
serious problem the various armed serv
ices are having meeting their peacetime 
manpower requirements. This year, for 
example, all of the services have failed to 
meet the recruiting goals. When you con
sider that the base pay for fresh recruits 
is at 83 percent of the minimum wage, 
we should not be surprised with the in
creasing difficulty in attracting new re
cruits. 

Mr. President, I can fully appreciate 
the concern of every Member of this 
body to curb Government spending in 
the fight against inflation. However, if 
we are to remain a strong and free Na
tion, in the face of increasing adversity 
throughout the world, we must insure 
the ability of our Armed Forces to per
form their peacetime military missions. 
Continued erosion of pay and benefits 
will only contribute to this alarming 
trend of manpower shortage and overall 
ineffectiveness of our Armed Forces. 

Mr. President, a vote for this amend
ment is a vote for a decent way of life 
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for members of our armed services who 
are charged with the responsibility of 
maintaining a strong and free America. 

Mr. President, I urge the adoption of 
this amendment. 

Mr. President, I want to point out 
that the average DOD now earns about 
$21,720, which is 61 percent more than 
his military counterpart. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD at this point an 
article in the Armed Forces Journal of 
March 1979, by Benjamin F. Schemmer, 
because I have heard discussed on this 
floor that we are discriminating against 
other Federal employees by doing this 
in the military. At $13,463 a year the 
average American soldier, sailor, and 
airman will earn 36 to 38 percent less 
in the next fiscal year than the Defense 
Department civiliaµ who supports him 
or to whom he reports. The average 
DOD civilian will earn $21,117 to $21,720. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
AVER,AGE DoD CIVILIAN Now EARNS $21,720; 

61 PERCENT MORE THAN HIS MILITARY 
COUNTERPART 

(By Benjamin F. Schemmer) 
At $13.463 a year, the average American 

soldier, sailor and airman will earn 36-38 
percent less in the new Fiscal Year 1980 
(FY80) than the Defense Department civil
ian who supports him, or to whom he re
ports. The average DoD civilian will earn 
$21,117-$21,720. The difference depends 
upon whether or not DoD "indirect hire" 
civil1ans (mostly foreign personnel working 
under contract on U.S. bases overseas) are 
included, but stm means that the average 
DoD civi11an earns about 60 percent more 
than his sidekick in uniform. 

The military vs. DoD civ111an disparity has 
been growing, and continues to: in FY64, 
average DoD civ111an pay was 39 percent 
higher than that for military personnel; in 
.the current year (FY79}, it is 56 percent 
higher; in FY 80, it will be at least 57 per
cent higher. Thus, the pay difference has 
grown almost 50 percent in the past 15 years. 

Whereas the average person in uniform 
wlll earn $683 more in FY80 than in FY 79, 
the average DoD civ111an wm earn $1,197 
more, an increase 75 percent greater. 

The disparity is almost identical to the 
one AFJ headlined a year ago (March 1978 
AF,J, page 45)-but once again the Pentagon 
fails even to mention it in its FY 80 annual 
budget presentations to Congress. The issue 
is not addressed in Defense Secretary Harold 
Brown's "Annual Report." In fact, to find 
out what the pay disparity is, one has, once 
again, to manipulate to report's tables on 
overall military and civilian "manpower" 
costs and employment levels. (DoD stm 
hasn't switched to "people" power, or "per
sons" power, or "men and women" power.) 

DoD did produce an explanation last year 
when AFJ asked informally for some ex
planation of the disparity. This year, after 
recomputing the numbers, AFJ placed a for
mal query with the Pentagon's public affairs 
omce: "Why does the average DoD civll1an 
earn 57--61 percent more than his military 
counterpart?" 

But after more than two weeks, a DoD 
response is still pending. AFJ will provide 
information in April, assuming DoD is re
sponsive to the query. 

OVERTIME, GRADE CREEP, OR ??? 

Several explanations come to mind: 
The most obvious one, not even hinted at 

by the Pentagon is this: DoD's civ111ans get 
paid overtime; soldiers don't. 

Another explanation, less obvious: com
pensation of a lot of. highly-paid civllian 
"spooks" from Central Intelligence Agency 
and other elements of the Nation Inte111-
gence Community are hidden in DoD's civil
ian pay roll accounts. 

A third reason, hinted at by Defense Sec
retary Brown (but not addressed in the con
text of a civilian vs. uniformed pay gap), ls 
civllian "grade creep." In FY 64, the average 
DoD civilian was a GS (General Schedule) 
7.2; today, that person ranks as a GS 7.7 or 
7.8. Congress directed in the FY 78 budget 
that DoD reduce the number of employees 
holding the rank of GS-13 or above, but 
Brown opposed that legislative restriction 
in his FY 80 budget report. He told Congress, 
·"I believe this is counter to our other at
tempts to establish grade levels that are 
fair to both the employees and the tax
payer," and said the legislation "incorrectly 
tied the number of GS-13 and above employ
ees to the number of flag omcers" when the 
two have "quite ditrerent roles and ~ssions 
and their numbers are driven by ditrerent 
requtrements." Brown said, nevertheless, that 
"DoD did program reductions in the num
ber" of GS-13 or higher grade civil1ans
without specifying how many, when, or 
whether the new budget numbers in fact 
reflect that "program." He has also asked 
Congress to approve an increase in (or main
tain the level of) general and flag officer au
thorizations, from the 1,073 limit imposed in 
the FY 78 budget by the end of FY 80 to the 
1,119 presently authorized. That would main
tain a level of about 5Y2 admirals or generals 
for every 10,000 persons in uniform. 

Mr. DOLE. Also, I think it is of some 
interest to note in the Federal Diary, by 
Mike Causey, the average Japanese em
ployee of the U.S. Embassy in Tokyo now 
gets $17,000 a year in pay and benefits 
from the U.S. military. But in the mili
tary the average is about $13,000 to 
$14,000 for the airman, sailor and 
soldier. 

It seems to me whether we are con
sidering the military alone or in con
cert with all the other services and all 
the other employees of the U.S. Govern
ment there is this disparity. I commend 
the distinguished Senator from Colo
rado, the Senator from Maine, and the 
others who are leading this effort. 

It has been stated that maybe about 
100,000 of our Armed Forces are on food 
stamps. I would hope that is something 
that would terminate if we at least in
crease the pay to this extent. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
statement I referred to by Mike Causey 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RE
CORD, as follows: 
(From the Washington Post, Mar. 5, 1979] 
STATE DEPT. OVERSEAS KING OF PAY, FRINGES 

(By Mike Causey) 
An overseas recruiting war between U.S. 

agencies that have 178,000 foreign nationals 
on the payroll is costing American taxpayers 
m1llions of dollars each year. Those em
ployees do a variety o;t chores, ranging from 
driving cars and emptying wastebaskets to 
handling top technical, cultural and admin
istrative jobs for Uncle Sam. 

The financial firefight is being won by the 
State Department. State is considered the 
pay and fringe benefit king. In some coun
tries, mid-level foreigners working for the 
U.S. Embassy make more money, and get 
better pensions than they would in top-level 

jobs in their own government, or local in
dustry. 

Defense Department agencies abroad often 
find that their main competition for top
notch workers comes from the State Depart
ment, rather than from local host govern
ment or giant manufacturing companies. 

A new report by the General Accounting 
Office says State could save millions if it 
stopped being so generous with pay levels 
for foreign workers. And it says the federal 
civil services pension system is being loaded 
up with unnecessary-financial burdens be
cause State insists on enrolling foreign work
ers in it, rather than in retirement programs 
used in their own countries. · 

The Defense Department several years ago 
began getting tough in negotiating pay and 
fringe benefits with foreign workers, but op
position from State Department post officials 
has blocked State from being a hard-bar
gainer in many areas. 

State, for instance, often puts foreign em
ployees on the civil service retirement pro
gram setup and used to pay annuities to 
long-service U.S. government workers. De
fense, on the other hand, requires its foreign 
employees to live with the preva111ng retire
ment plan of their own governments. 

The pay and fringe benefit war has resulted 
in some interesting, and costly, pay quirks. 
For instance: 

The average Japanese employe of the U.S. 
embassy in Tokyo now gets $17,000 a year in 
pay and benefits from the U.S. Government. 
That is almost equal to the white collar 
federal salary average in this area, and much, 
much more than the typical Japanese work
er--or government official-gets. It is also 
more than Defense agencies are willing to 
pay, and they often lose employes or job 
candidates to State. 

Because the State Department has local for
eign nationals under the U.S. Civil Service 
retirement program, Ph111ppine employes re
tiring from government services get pensions 
that are 300 percent more than the average 
family income in that nation. 

The lowest paid white collar German work
er in the U.S. Embassy in Bonn has a start-
ing salary of $9,300 a year. . 

A GAO sampling showed that State paid 
foreign workers 9 percent more than the 
Defense Department did for comparable jobs, 
and about 5 percent more than the Veterans 
Administration. 

Federal agencies, often working in the 
same cities in foreign countries, often use 
different wage surveys resulting in different 
pay scales for the same jobs. 

Defense in the Philippines gives year-end 
bonuses to foreign workers equal to 125 per
cent of a month's pay. State in the same 
area gives foreign workers 100 percent bo
nuses. 

In 1977 in Korea the Defense Department 
gave local workers a 23.6 percent pay raise 
while State gave its Korean employees a 26.2 
percent raise. 

GAO's spot survey in Naples showed State 
paid its Italian workers 4 percent more than 
did Defense for the same jobs. 

GAO has recommended that U.S. agencies 
overseas get together and pay the same basic 
salaries and has urged State to stop putting 
foreign nationals on the much-more generous 
U.S. civil service retirement plan. 

U.S. Geological Survey celebrated its lOOth 
birthday last weekend. It .has grown from a 
small band of dedicated rock-hounds to one 
of the government's best-managed, most pro
gressive scientific agencies. USGS was the 
first major agency to adopt fiexible working 
hours for its entire workforce. Headquarters 
here is in Reston. 

Hostage Paychecks: Federal payrolls no 
longer would be caught up in Senate-House 
language squabbles under legislation intro
duced by Sen. Charles Mee. Mathias (R-Md.). 
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Senate-House differences over a.bortlon-!und
lng held up paychecks at HEW, Labor and 
other agencies in both 1977 and 1978. 

Mathias' blll, llke legislation introduced on 
the House side by Washington area. repre
sentatives, would allow employes to be pa.id 
even it agency budgets remained unapproved 
because ot Senate-House semantic warfare. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Colorado. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. May I say to the 
Senator from Kansas that his participa
tion means so much not only because of 
his distinguished record as a legislator 
but also his distinguished record as a 
member of the Armed Forces of this 
country. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, the 
amendment I propose delays implemen-

Budget 

tation of the Armstrong amendment un
til January l, 1980. All members of the 
military would still receive the benefits 
of the lifting of the pay cap, but at the 
same time the cost to the Treasury would 
be only $472 million rather than the $700 
million that would be involved in a retro
active implementation effective on Octo
ber 1, 1979. I believe this approach would 
provide the assistance to those service 
personnel in need of relief and accom
plish the goal at a cost which would be 
better absorbed within the Federal 
budget. It is my understanding that Mr. 
MATSUNAGA and Mr. ARMSTRONG both are 
in agreement as far as the acceptance of 
this particular amendment. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Will the Senator 
yield? 

050: NATIONAL DEFENSE 

[In millions of dollars) 

authority Outlays Remarks 

Appropriation bills in function : Other items: 

Mr. COHEN. I yield. 
Mr. ARMSTRONG. I am prepared to 

accept the amendment. I think it is a 
constructive one. However, I would like 
to make it plain that in any event the 
proposed Armstrong-Matsunaga is with
in the budget, within the $129.9 billion 
agreed to by the budget conference. I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD at this point a summary of 
the documentation developed by the sta:ff 
of the budget conferees which puts these 
figures in perspective. Nonetheless, how
ever, I do accept the amendment of the 
Senator from Maine. 

There being no objections, the sum
mary was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Bud~et 
authority Outlays Remarks 

Treasury __ ------ ___________ _ 21 
137 

2, 959 
3, 900 

19 
140 

2, 753 
3, 500 

Conference agreement Stockpile acquisitions _________ 237 24 Senate bill; House has no acquisitions. 
Stockpile disposals ___ ________ Senate bill; House has -200 in budget HUD _______________________ _ Do. -301 -301 Energy _____________________ _ Do. authority and outlays. 

Military Construction Subcommittee Offsetting receipts ____________ -434 -434 
Assumes 25 percent absorption of 7 

Military construction _________ _ 
allocation under FCR: Senate Pay supplementaL __ --------- 2, 153 2, 135 
authorization provides for 3.7 in percent pay raise. Full pay raise 2.9 

in budget authority and outlays. budget authority and 3.4 in outlays. 
House has passed 3,482 in budget Retired pay supplementaL __ __ 200 200 
authority and 3,433 in outlays. Potential military personnel 94 DOPMA, survivor benefit reform and 80 

Defense _____________________ 131, 743 121, 037 Estimate of Defense Subcommittee supplementals. physicians pay. 
markuP.; House has 129.5 in budget 
authority and 120.0 in outlays. Total_ ___ __ -- ------ -- -- -- -- 140, 727 129, 154 

Mr. COHEN. I yield to the Senator 
from Hawaii. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. I thank the Sen
ator from Maine for yielding. I am happy 
to accept the Senator's amendment. 
I believe this would remove some 
of the objections which have been 
raised against the Armstrong-Matsunaga 
amendment. 

Mr. COHEN. I thank the Senator. I 
would point out, in view of the fact that 
we have limited the time, that the Sen
ator from Georgia indicated earlier that 
there is a matter of philosophy involved 
here. There is no question about that. 
The philosophy is whether or not we are 
willing to pay a fair, living wage to our 
military personnel. If not, we ought to 
say so. 

If we want to go back to a draft, I 
think we also want to ask the question 
as to whether we are prepared to go back 
to $78 a month as it was in 1964. I have 
heard some :figures tossed around that 
there has been a 224 percent. increase 
since 1964. But between 1946 and 1964, 
there was an increase in military pay 
from $75 to $78 a month. 

Mr. NUNN. If the Senator will yield, 
I have just a brief observation. I want to 
make absolutely plain that we are not 
advocating that we roll back military 
pay. I am advocating that we not in
crease the percentage of military pay 
relative to the military budget. If we 
continue to do that, the security of this 
time will be eroded just as it has eroded 
in the last 10 years. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I want to 
hold on to my time, as there is so little 
left. 

The fact of the matter is, we have to 
make that kind of a decision, whether 
we want to pay our military personnel a 

wage on which they can live. We have 
heard a lot of statements today about a 
good percentage of American people liv
ing on food stamps and supplementing 
their incomes with moonlighting jobs 
and second and third jobs. We are talk
ing about maintaining a strong military 
force, and I think we have to direct our 
attention to this particular problem. 

I think the problem is most severe 
with the lowest enlisted grades where 
the subminimum wages force military 
families onto food stamps. But there are 
also acute difficulties with the higher 
grades. The discrepancy between mili
tary and civilian wages is greatest in the 
25-34 age group, where most are in 
grades E-5 and E-6 with 6 to 15 years 
of service. 

We are talking about increasing our 
defense budget by a 5 percent real growth 
increase. If it is only to buy more weap
ons systems, another MX system with a 
racetrack, or more ballistic missiles or 
more tanks or planes, all of which we 
may need, and if we do not have people 
to man them, we are in trouble as far as 
maintaining a strong national defense. 

We have a choice here : We can pro
vide a decent wage scale for the people 
who serve this country, or we can say 
that we are not going to and go back to 
a draft system. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that some questions raised on this 
issue and some responses be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 

as follows: 
QUESTIONS AND RESPONSES 

Argument : Why increase pay for military 
personnel and not for civil servants? 

Response: Those in the service have not 

done as well as their civllian counterparts, 
and they have borne hardships not faced by 
civlllan government workers. Federal blue 
collar wages outpaced m111tary pay by 20 
percentage points since 1972. 

Circumstances special to m111tary Ute 
have compounded the problem. M111tary per
sonnel are reassigned to new posts, both 
stateside and overseas, throughout their 
career. A recent Pentagon study says that the 
average military family absorbs hundreds
a.nd sometimes thousands-of dollars in ex
penses with every move-expenses the gov
ernment should be obligated to pay. The 
report indicates that military people pay a. 
$1.2 bllllon "subsidy" each year for official 
travel. A recent Army Times article on the 
report was headlined "PCS (permanent 
change of station) Huge Troop Ripoff." 

In the last month and a. half , these other 
stories have appeared in the Army Times: 

"Stateside Housing Stipend Proposed: 
Travel Ca.sh, Basic Pay Viewed as 'Weak
nesses' "-An article on a. DoD study group 
which "has identified so many wea.knt:sses 
in compensation and entitlements, officials 
said , that it ls not likely they could be rem
edied in a single fiscal year." 

"Junior EM Parking Fee Exemption 
Asked"-A piece telling o! DoD Secretary 
Brown's request for the junior EM exemp
tion because "the parking fees would put 
an a.ddltiona.1 financial burden on personnel 
already strapped by the extra. expenses of 
involuntary assignments in high-cost 
areas." 

"Priority in Housing Ba.eked !or Lower
Ra.nk Enllsted"-An article telllng o! a. 
GAO report that "large numbers of E-ls 
through E-4s and their !a.mllles are living 
off-post 1n housing they can't afford or 1n 
dlla.pida.ted, rodent-infested dwellings 1n 
poor neighborhoods. . . . Although DoD 
housing policy generally ca.Us for suitable 
housing for military personnel With de
pendents, lower-ranking enlisted personnel 
are ineligible for post housing." 

"Study Claims Mllitary Hit Harder by In
fiation"-Tells of a. Pentagon pay study 
showing that "infia.tion has driven down 
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the purchasing power of service people more 
sharply than civil1ans by amounts ranging 
from seven to 20 percent." 

Argument: This ls just one more cost 
of ·the all-volunteer force. 

Response: Whether our force is volun
teer or conscripted, our young men and 
women in uniform deserve a fair living wage. 
In fact, if we draft only a small segment of 
the population, we owe a special obligation 
to them. One of the big reasons Congress 
passed the big military pay boost in the 
early 70s, before the advent of the A VF, 
wa.s the feeling on the part of many Mem
bers of Congress that those serving in the 
draft army were being unfairly treated. Even 
during Vietnam, only a small percentage of 
the eligible population was drafted. The 
same is likely to be true in any future draft. 
If we ask these people to make a special 
sacrifice in service to their country, the least 
we can do is make sure they are paid the 
minimum wage. 

Argument: Why include officers and senior 
NCOs in the pay increase? 

Response: Those in the lowest enlisted 
ranks clearly face the greatest difficulties. 
But the Pentagon reports a significant prob-. 
lem in retaining top quality NCOs and offi
cers at the point of second reenlistment. A 
Pentagon study group has recommended 
special pay increases for those in grades 0-3 
through 0-5 (Captain, Major and Lieutenant 
Colonel) and for enlisted grades E-1 through 
E-6 (private through staff sergeant). The 
discrepancy between military and civilian 
wages is greatest in the 25 to 34 year old age. 
group, where most enlisted members a.re in 
grades E-5 and E-6, with six to 15 years of 
service. 

Argument: The personnel share of the de
fense budget is already too high. 

Response: Pay f<>r civil1an DoD employees 
takes up 70 percent of the Pentagon's per
sonnel budget. Enlisted personnel and officers 
each get about half of the remaining 30 per
cent. 

The average DoD civillan earns $21,117 an
nually, the average Federal worker $16,999. 
The average military person makes $13,463 
each year, the average enlisted person only 
$9,900. This compares with an income of 
$11,546 which the Bureau of Labor Statistics 
estimates a family of four needs to maintain 
a "lower level'' standard of living. 

It is unfair to our men and women in uni
form to suggest that we cannot pay them a 
fair living wage because we do not want to 
increase the personnel share of the DoD 
budget. This is especially true in light of 
the disparity between their pay and that of 
their civillan counterparts at DoD. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I yield 
back the remainder of my time. I urge we 
adopt the Armstrong amendment as 
amended by the proposal to confine it to 
January 1, 1980, next year. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I am very grateful 
to the Senator from Maine for his con
tribution. The amendment is a good one. 
I ask unanimous consent that this 
amendment be accepted as an amend
ment to the Armstrong-Matsunaga 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the Senator modifying his 
amendment? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The amendment, as modified, is as 
follows: 

At the end of title VII insert the following 
new section: 

SEc. . (a) Except as provided in subsec
tion (b), funds made available under this 
act under the heading "MILITARY PERSON
NEL" shall be used to pay the salary or 
pay of any office or position with respect to 
which an adjustment is made during fiscal 

C.XXV--2005-Part 24 

year 1980 under section 1009 of title 37, 
United States Code, at the rate of salary 
or pay for such office or position which would 
have been payable by reason of such ad
justment if the President had not submitted 
an alternative pay plan under section 5305 
(c) of title 5, United States Code, with 
.respect to such adjustment. 

(b.) The provisions of subsection (a) shall 
not apply to the salary or pay of any office 
or position the rate for which is limited 
by the provisions of the second paragraph 
of section 101 ( c) of the joint resolution 
entitled "Joint Resolution making continu
ing appropriations for tile fiscal year 1980, 
and for other purposes", approved Janu
ary 1, 1980. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas a.nd nays were ordered. 
Mr. ARMSTRONG. I have only two · 

other speakers I wish to yield time to. 
Senator PROXMIRE appears not to be on 
the floor at the moment. My distin
guished colleague from Hawaii, Mr. MAT
SUNAGA, is here, and I would be pleased 
to yield 2 minutes, or such time as he 
might wish. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. I thank the Sena
tor for yielding. 

Mr. President, I would like to point 
out that in a recent interview with the 
New York Times, Assistant Secretary of 
Defense Robert Pirie indicated that two 
of the main reasons for the recent All
Volunteer Force recruiting problems 
were, one, military compensation, which 
has declined to levels lower than that 
in comparable civilian jobs; and, two, 
the unfavorable public image of military 
life. 

secretary Pirie said that, in addition 
to seeking additional funds for the mili
tary's recruiting and advertising budg
ets, the Department of Defense is con
sidering asking Congress to authorize an 
increase in pay levels for certain mili
tary personnel and increases in certain 
benefits accorded to servicemen such as 
housing allowances and travel reim
bursements. According to Secretary 
Pirie, he believes that military pay in
creases are necessary in order to attract 
more enlistments and to retain more 
skilled personnel already on duty. 

It should be pointed out, Mr. Presi
dent, that the manpower report released 
by the Department of Defense last De
cember found that an analysis of enlist
ment figures showed that volunteer en
listments during the period of fiscal 
years 1973 through 1977 have been in
fluenced significantly by military pay 
levels as compared to civilian pay. The 
report explained that a 10-percent in
crease in flrst-term military pay would 
bring a 5- to 10-percent increase in 
high-quality enlistments. 

Mr. President, I urge that, in order 
to address the manpower problems of 
the All-Volunteer Force, which have 
been testified to by the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff and each of the 
service chiefs as the most critical na
tional security problem of all for the 
1980's, the Senate pass the Armstrong
Matsunaga amendment. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 
thank the senator for his leadership 
on this issue and express my pleasure 

in being associated with him in this 
effort. 

I yield for 1 more minute to the sena
tor from Maine. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, my dis
tinguished colleague <Mr. MusKIE) is 
indeed renowned as one of the true 
fiscal conservatives, certainly of this 
Congress. He has been holding the 
budget, doing his level best to hold ex
penditures within the ceilings we have 
voted upon. 

I also take this opportunity to point 
out that my colleague from Colorado, 
with whom I served three terms in the 
House, is perhaps one of the most fiscally 
conservative Members of not only the 
House but the Senate, as well. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. COHEN. Yes, I yield. 
Mr. MUSKIE. I find that there is no 

Senator in this body who is totally con
servative when it all comes together. The 
increase that is proposed here adds to a 
shortfall in the budget of over a billion 
dollars. 

Mr. COHEN. I simply say that I would 
match Senator ARMSTRONG'S record on 
fiscal conservatism or spending with that 
of any Member of the Senate. 

Mr. MUSKIE. That has nothing to do 
with this amendment or its effect on this 
budget. This is a blockbuster. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, do 
I have the floor? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sen
ator from Colorado has the floor. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. I appreciate the 
comments of both Senators from Maine. 
Now I yield 2 minutes to the distin
guished Senator from Wisconsin <Mr. 
PROXMIRE). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
a tor from Wisconsin has 45 seconds. 

Mr. PROXMmE. Mr. President, I am 
enthusiastically in support of the amend
ment by the Senator from Colorado and 
the Senator from Hawaii. I say that al
though I think I have voted against ex
cessive military spending as much as 
anybody in the Senate and I recognize 
that we have wasted a lot of money in 
all our areas, particularly in the military 
area. But if we believe in an effective 
military, we have to pay for it. It is flne 
to say, yes, we would like to cut military 
spending so we ,will hold down salaries, 
but we just are not going to get a vol
unteer Army that way. 

If we do not want a volunteer Army, let 
us pass a selective service program. 
There are Members of the Senate who 
favor that and I respect them for it. But 
if you believe in the volunteer Army, as 
I do, we are going to have to pay for it 
by paying people to get into it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. PROXMmE. Mr. President, I was 
yielded 2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator only had 45 seconds. 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield 1 minute if I 
have it. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, we 
all know that life in the military can be 
lonely and dangerous. We also know it 
requires skilled people. The best equip
ment, and we are spending billions on 
equipment--aircraft carriers, tanks, mis-
siles--will not work if we do not have 
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competent people to operate it. If we 
want an effective Army, we are going to 
have to get capable people in who have 
the competence to handle this compli
cated equipment. It is not the way it was 
when most of us were in the military in 
World War II, when it did not require 
that kind of skill and capability. 

Sure it costs more. If we are going to 
be honest about a volunteer Army and 
we believe in real freedom in this coun
try and believe people should not be 
drafted into services when they do not 
want to be, it seems to me this is a vote 
that is essential. 

I thank my friend from Colorado. 
Mr. STENNIS. A point of order, Mr. 

President: What is the time situation? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Mississippi has 1 minute, 10 
seconds remaining. 

Mr. STENNIS. And how much has the 
other side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. senator 
ARMSTRONG and the proponents of the 
amendment have used all their time. 

Mr. STENNIS. Well, Mr. President, I 
yield back the time that we have remain
ing. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I rise 
to express my strong support for the 
Armstrong-Matsunaga amendment, of 
which I am proud to be a cosponsor, be
cause it is another opportunity for the 
Senate to show its determination to 
strengthen our national defense. 

There are those who will oppose this 
amendment on the grounds that already 
too large a proportion of our defense 
budget is devoted to manpower. There 
are those who will say that any increase 
in defense spending, however small, 
should be devoted to the procurement of 
weapons. 

I am one of those who believe that too 
great a proportion of our defense budget 
is devoted to manpower costs. But the 
reason for this is not because military 
pay and allowances are too high. 

Military pay cannot be too high if be
ginning recruits earn only 83 percent of 
the minimum wage. 

Military pay cannot be too high if 100,-
000 military men must obtain food 
stamps in order to feed their families. 

Military pay cannot be too high if the 
average salary for all enlisted personnel, 
from the newest private to the most 
senior sergeant-major, is $1,500 less than 
the minimum the Government thinks is 
necessary to maintain a lower level 
standard of living for a family of four. 

The problem is not that we are spend
ing too much for manpower. The prob
lem is that we are spending too little for 
everything else. In the face of an un
precedented Soviet threat, we should be 
procuring modern airplanes, modern 
ships, modern tanks, modern weapons of 
all kinds. We should be providing more 
funds for operation, maintenance, and 
training. 

We should be doing all these things. 
Recent events in the Middle East, in 
Southeast Asia and elsewhere emphasize 
how important it is for the United States 
to rebuild her defenses. 

But we cannot strengthen our de
fenses by eroding the very foundation on 
which those defenses are constructed
our servicemen and women. All the 

sophisticated hardware. we can buy is 
just so much expensive junk without the 
right numbers of the right kind of people 
to operate them. 

Bernard Brodie put the matter well in 
his Guide to Naval Strategy, published 
in 1942: 

We must always remember that the basic 
element of strength in any nation ls not in 
its machines but in its manhood. 

There are others who will say: "You're 
right. There is a serious manpower prob
lem in the military. It is caused by erod
ing pay and benefits. But let us study the 
matter further and put off action for 
another year." 

To these people, let me say: W.e know 
what the problem is. We know it is get
ting worse. We know what is causing the 
problem. We know how to cure it. Why 
put the solution off any longer? 

If a doctor has a patient with a bad 
cold, does he wait until the cold de
velops into double pneumonia before 
prescribing medication? 

If the barn is on fire, do we wait until 
it has spread to the house before calling 
the fire department? 

Mr. President, there can be no ques
tion that the Armstrong-Matsunaga 
amendment is directed at a very serious 
problem, a problem which will grow very 
much worse if action is postponed an
other year or beyond that. There is no 
question that the solution the amend
ment proposes will work. Every survey 
taken recently by the services indicates 

. the principal cause of the manpower 
shortages is the erosion of pay and bene
fits. The way to stop the shortages is to 
stop the erosion of pay and benefits. This 
may be the one problem that we will 
ever confront that actually can be solved 
by more money. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, it 
is hard to imagine in this day and age 
that an employer in the United States 
could get away with: 

Paying new employees less than the 
minimum wage; 

Paying skilled journeymen who have 
been with the firm 8 to 10 years so little 
that they have to get food stamps in 
order to feed their families; 

Forcing employees to work 20-30 hours 
overtime each week without any addi
tional compensation; and 

Holding cost-of-living increases below 
the rate of inflation for 6 out of the last 
7 years. 

Surely, if the Government ever found 
out about such a latter day Simon 
Legree, it would fall upon him like a ton 
of bricks. There would be lawsuits and 
OSHA inspectors everywhere, and de
nunciations on the floor of the Congress. 

But it is the Government itself that 
is running this sweatshop. The examples 
above are not hypothetical horrors. They 
are the actual state of at!airs in the 
Armed Forces today. 

The All-Volunteer Force is in trouble. 
The reason it is in trouble is because 
Congress has not kept the promises it 
made to our servicemen and women at 
the time the A VF was created. Congress 
pledged to keep pay and benefits for the 
military comparable to those in the pri
vate sector. But Congress has reneged 
on that pledge. 

The Armed Forces are smaller in num
ber today than at any time since 1950, 
yet they are havihg grave difficulty meet
ing their peacetime manpower require
ments. This year, for the first time ever, 
all of the services have failed to meet 
their recruiting goals. Now that base pay 
for a recruit has fallen to 83 percent of 
the minimum wage, it is not difficult to 
understand why. 

Most of us have suffered from inftation, 
but none so severely as servicemen and 
women. From December of 1972 to Octo
ber of 1978, the cost of living rose 59.9 
percent. But the regular military com
pensation-base pay plus allowances for 
housing and subsistence-rose by only 
40.8 percent. 

Hardest hit have been the career non
commissioned omcers, the bone and 
sinew of our Armed Forces. The average 
salary for all enlisted personnel, includ
ing all allowances, is $9,900. The Bureau 
of Labor Statistics says the minimum in
come necessary for a lower standard of 
living for a family of four is $11,546. 

Unless steps are taken now to halt this 
erosion of pay and benefits, Congress will 
have no choice but to reinstate the draft. 
To reinstate conscription for any reason 
would be unfortunate. But to go back to 
the draft simply because Congress is un
willing to pay a living wage would be 
unconscionable. 

I urge adoption of the amendment. 
•Mr. HART. Mr. President, I am pleased 
to join senator ARMSTRONG as a cosponsor 
of his amendment to lift the pay cap on 
military salaries. Without this measure, 
our service personnel will sutf er their 
third real pay cut in 6 years. 

One of the biggest problems we cur
rently face in recruiting and retaining 
competent and dedicated people for our 
Armed Forces is that pay outside the mil
itary system has gone up faster than it 
has inside. Inftation is hurting almost 
every segment of our society, but it bas 
fallen particularly hard on the members 
of the armed services. 

Many of our most capable military per
sonnel are leaving the service for civilian 
jobs. Since there is no lateral entry into 
the Armed Forces, this loss is devastat
ing. Experienced people cannot be 
brought in at their level to take their 
place, as is the case in the private sector 
and in Federal agencies. So, less qualified 
personnel must be retained at great cost 
in dollars and time. The quality of mili
tary leadership inevitably deteriorates. 

We cannot justify spending billions of 
dollars for military hardware, while not 
paying for the quality people we need to 
operate our weapons and command our 
ships and troop units effectively. A ca
pable military service is not just equip
ment, it is people, and good people must 
be paid comparable wages if we expect 
them to stay in the service. I commend 
Senator ARMSTRONG for introducing this 
proposal, and I am happy to join with 
him in working to get the Senate to ac
cept it.• 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the law 
is plain; the provisiOns of this amend
ment are clear. Undoubtedly, it is legis
lation on an appropriation bill. It is 
clearly so, and I make that point of or-
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der that, under rule XVI, paragraph 4, 
this amendment is legislation on an ap
propriation bill; therefore, it is out of 
order. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG addressed the 
Chair. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I do 
not yield for any purpose. As I have 
understood it, these matters were not 
debatable. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair states that the Senator from 
Mississippi did lose the floor when he 
stated his point of order and the Sen
ator from Colorado is recognized by the 
Chair. The Senator from Colorado has 
suggested the absence of a quorum. He 
has the right to do that. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, in 
light of the point of order that has been 
raised by the distinguished chairman, 
I raise the question of germaneness. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I make the point of order that this 
is a misuse of the precedents of the Sen
ate, since there is no House language to 
which this amendment could be ger
mane, and that, therefore, the Chair is 
required to rule on the point of order 
as to its being legislation on an appro
priation bill and cannot submit the 
question of germaneness to the Senate. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I be per
mitted to address the Senate for 1 
minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Reserving the 
right to object, and I shall not object, 
I would like to have a minute, also. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Colorado is recog

nized. 
Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, this 

point of order takes me by surprise, and 
I suppose it does other Senators, because 
the parliamentary procedure which we 
have followed up until now, that is, in 
which the distinguished chairman has 
raised the question of the legislation on 
an appropriation bill, and in response I 
raised germa.neness, is, in fact, con
sistent with the precedents of this body. 
We have done it over and over again. 

Now I gather we are about to get a 
different ruling from the Chair than 
we ·have had in the past. So if, in fact, 

the Chair sustains the point of order 
raised by the distinguished majority 
leader, then I will appeal the ruling of 
the Chair. 

I think all Senators should realize that 
this is not a parliamentary issue. It will 
in effect constitute an up or down vote 
on the merits of the pending amend
ment. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
there is no House language in this bill 
for the amendment to be germane to. 

It is true, we have been following this 
merry-go-round, raising the point of 
order that an amendment is legislation 
on an appropriation bill, and a Senator 
then immediately raises the question of 
germaneness. The Chair submits the 
question of germaneness to the Senate. 

I maintain it is the duty of the Chair 
to rule when there is no language for an 
amendment to be germane to, the Chair 
is required to rule on the point of order 
that it is legislation on an appropriation 
bill and should not submit the question 
of germaneness to the Senate. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may I 
address the Chamber for 1 minute in 
response to the Senator from Colorado? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Senator froin Mississippi is rec
ognized. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, there is 
nothing unusual or extraordinary about 
this point of order coming, and coming 
when it did. 

I saw a gross violation on an appro
priation bill by legislation. I also in
formed myself on this matter, but we 
had already agreed to time, a certain 
time for the amendment. 

So I was cut oft' from making it at 
any other time until after that time has 
been used, or given back. 

So this is made absolutely on the 
merits. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. It is a vote on the 
merits. 

Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. The Senator 
is not questioning the Senator's point of 
order, he is questioning mine. 

Mr. STENNIS. All right. Let us vote 
on it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Point 
of order having been raised, the Chair 
wants to state that the Senator from 
Colorado is absolutely correct-it is a 
question of first impression and it would 
have the effect of adding to the existing 
precedents a threshold question, that 
being whether or not there is House lan
guage for the amendment to be germane 
to, and if there is no House language, the 
Chair would not submit the question of 
germaneness to the Senate, but at that 
time rule on the point of order. 

With that background, the Chair is 
now prepared to rule. 

Since there is no House language in 
this bill for the amendment to .be ger
mane to, the Chair thinks the point of 
order is well taken and, therefore, sus
tains it. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, I 
appeal the ruling of the Chair and I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sumcient second? There is a sumcient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I move to lay the appeal on the table, and 
I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sum.cient second? There is a suftlcient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. STENNIS, Mr. President, will the 

Chair now state the question before the 
body? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the motion to lay 
on the table the appeal from the ruling of 
the Chair. The yeas and nays have been 
ordered and the clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. Mr. President, 
a vote to support the tabling motion sup
ports the ruling of the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the 

Senator from Montana (Mr. BAucus), 
the Senator from Arkansas <Mr. BUMP
ERS), the Senator from Nevada <Mr. 
CANNON), the Senator from Arizona <Mr. 
DECONCINI) , the Senator from Massa
chusetts <Mr. KENNEDY), the Senator 
from Connecticut <Mr. RIBICOFF), the 
Senator from Illinois (Mr. STEVENSON)' 
the Senator from Georgia (Mr. TAL
MADGE), the Senator from Delaware <Mr. 
BIDEN) , the Senator from New Hamp
shire <Mr. DURKIN), the Senator from 
Ohio <Mr. GLENN), and the Senator from 
Ohio (Mr. METZENBAUM) are necessarily 
absent. 

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 
Senator from Tennessee <Mr. BAKER) , 
the Senator from Arizona <Mr. GOLD
WATER) , the Senator from California 
<Mr. HAYAKAWA), and the Senator from 
New York <Mr. JAVITS) are necessarily 
absent. 

On this vote, the Sena.tor from New 
York <Mr. JAVITS) is paired with the 
Senator from Arizona <Mr. GoLDWATER). 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from New York would vote "yea" and the 
Senator from Arizona would vote "nay." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber who 
wish to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 44, 
nays 40, as follows: 

[Rolloa.11 Vote No. 399 Leg.] 

YEAS--44 
Bentsen Hart 
Bradley Heflin 
Burdick Holllngs 
Byrd, Huddleston 

Harry F., Jr. Inouye 
Byrd, Robert C. Jackson 
Chiles Johnston 
Church Lea.by 
Cochran Levin 
Cranston Long 
Culver Magnuson 
Eagleton Melcher 
Exon Morgan 
Ford Moyn.1.ba.n 
Gravel Muskie 

Armstrong 
Bayh 
Bellmon 
Boren 
Boschw1tz 
Oba.fee 
Cohen 

. Danforth 
Dole 
Domenic! 
Duren berger 
Garn• 
Hatch 
Hatfield 

NAYB-40 
Heinz 
Helms 
Humphrey 
Jepsen 
Kassebaum 
La.xalt 
!Jugar 
McClure 
McGovern 
Mathtas 
Matsunaga 
Packwood 
P&cy 
Pressler 

Nelson 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pryor 
Randolph 
Riegle 
Sar banes 
Sasser 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Stewart 
Stone 
Williams 
Young 
ZorLnsky 

ProX'IIl.ire 
Roth 
Schmitt 
Schweiker 
Simpson 
Stevens 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Tsongas 
Wallop 

· warner 
Weicker 
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Baker 
Bauous 
Biden 
Bumpers 
CaillliOn 
DeOonctni 

NOT VOTING-16 
Durk.in 
Glenn 
Goldwater 
Hayakawa 
Javits 
Kenmledy 

Metzenbaum 
Ribicoff 
Stevenson 
Talmadge 

So the motion to table the appeal from 
the ruling of the Chair was agreed to. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I move to reconsider the vote by which 
the motion was agreed to. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I move 
to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ap
peal having been tabled, the ruling of the 
Chair stands and the Chair is now pre
pared to rule on the point of order of the 
Senator from Mississippi that the 
amendment constitutes 'legislation on an 
appropriations bill. The Chair holds that 
it does and the point of order is sus
tained. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I wonder if we can wind down the re
maining amendments as soon as possible. 
Senators have planes that they have to 
take. 

I thank the distinguished Senator (Mr. 
ARMSTRONG) for being so considerate and 
cutting back the time on his amendment. 

What amendments remain? Could we 
go to third reading? 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, be
fore we take that, if I may be recognized 
for a moment, I compliment the majority 
leader. I learned something here today, 
and one of the things I learned is how he 
got to be the majority leader-by know
ing the rules so well. I congratulate him 
for that. 

I only wish to say two things: I appre
ciate very much the support of those who 
backed my amendment. It is a good 
amendment. It should have been agreed 
to, and I am sorry that parliamentary 
tactics have prevented that. 

But I say to the distinguished majority 
leader that I think that the precedent 
that has been established here is a use
ful one. I support it. I think it was not 
right, frankly, to bring it up on a con
troversial amendment because he has 
created a controversial precedent. 

Finally, before I yield the floor, if there 
are other amendments pending, let me 
say I may have an additional amendment 
to suggest because there is another way 
that this same pay amendment could be 
raised and it will be my purpose to do so 
if I can frame such an amendment. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President 
may I thank those who supported th~ 
motion to table the appeal of the ruling 
of the Chair. We were not voting on the 
substance of the amendment, but this 
is ~ne way to stop this business of legis
la tmg on appropriations bills when there 
is no House language to which a Senate 
amendment can be germane. 

That is what the question was. 
I th~kQSen~tors who supported that 

motion to table. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. Mr. President, 

could we get on with the bill to dispose 
of it? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Will the Senator 
yield for one remark? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Are there 
other amendments? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Yes. I have one which 
will take about 5 minutes. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me, 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I yield. 
Mr. STENNIS. We have a few amend

ments here that I think we can get at 
pretty fast, but we have one amendment 
that has been waiting all day. That is the 
so-called helicopter amendment. We 
shall go to that now. There is time to 
have reasonable argument and have a 
vote here. I think a lot of that time could 
be yielded back. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
could we have an understanding on 
amendments? How much time would the 
Senator from South Carolina <Mr. HOL
LINGS) need on his amendment? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. I talked to the man
agers of the bill and it will be accepted, 
I understand, on both the majority and 
minority side. I need about 5 · minutes, 
2 % minutes on each side. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
wish to have 2 minutes. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, there is 
not going to be time now. It can take 4 
hours to debate all these little amend
ments. Or maybe we could do it in 10 
minutes and get rid of them. If we can 
get on with the debate, then we may have 
some conferences on these small amend
ments and there will be some kind of 
agreement on them. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
what I am trying to do is help the Sena
tor expedite it. 

Mr. STENNIS. I understand. 
Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. If we could 

have 5 minutes' limitation on the amend
ment by Mr. HOLLINGS-

Mr. HOLLINGS. Five minutes to each 
side. I think the chairman agrees. I will 
agree to whatever the distinguished 
chairman agrees to. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
could we give a limitation? 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. STENNIS. All right. The Senator 

from· South Carolina has been ready to 
make an announcement on this bill. 

May I ask the leader, does the Senator 
expect something on this helicopter 
amendment shortly, some word about 
it? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes. I just 
asked Senator HEFLIN. if it was his ·in
tention to call up the amendment, and 
he said he was not sure he would, but 
he had to make a phone call and he 
would be back. 

Mr. STENNIS. I think if it is not 
called up soon, Mr. President, we will 
have to take it over until next week. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I hope we do not carry this bill over. I 
can understand the exigencies troubling 
the chairman of the committee. I said we 
would not be in tomorrow if we finished 
this bill today. 

Mr. STE;!NNIS. The Senator from 
South Carolina has an amendment if he 
wants to bring it ub. 

Let me also say that the Senator from 
Missouri <Mr. EAGLETON) has an amend
ment. Would someone let him know so 
he can get here. We do not have a time 
agreement. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 789 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I call 

up my amendment and ask for its imme
diate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
RIEGLE) . The clerk will report the 
amendment. The Senate will be in order. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

The Senator from South Carolina (Mr. 
HOLLINGS) ' for himsel!, Mr. JACKSON, Mr. 
THURMOND, Mr. MAGNUSON, and Mr. BRAD
LEY, proposes an unprinted amendment 
numbered 789. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 3, line 12, strike "$7,902,275,000" 

and insert in lieu thereof: "$7,905,275,,000." 
On page 8, line 23, strike "$10,590,409,000" 

and insert in lieu thereof: "$10,599,409,000." 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, the 
Senators from Washington, Senator 
MAGNUSON. and Senator JACKSON, Sen
ator THURMOND, my senior colleague, and 
Senator BRADLEY from New Jersey are 
cosponsors. 

Mr. President, this deals with $12 mil
lion for the Military Airlift Command. 
In marking up the bill in the Appropria
tions Committee we thought the prob
lem could be handled by language. It so 
happened on the House side there was a 
Defense audit they responded to to see if 
they could redesign the handling of the 
military passengers through the various 
terminals in trying to congeal them for 
an economy move. 

Now the Pentagon and the Military 
Airlift Command, in particular, point 
out that not only will that plan cost ad
ditional money but more than anything 
else would damage very, very seriously 
our re.adiness by about a 38-percent ca
pacity. 

I view with alarm the House and Sen
ate action which cut $12 million dol
lars from the Air Force budget to en
courage the closure of military passenger 
terminals. This cut is almost double 
what it takes to operate all of the Mili
tary Airlift Command's passenger ter
minals worldwide. It means "the virtual 
elimination of MAC's ability to handle 
troops and ,noncombatant evacuation 
during the early hours of a war. 

I am concerned because the cutting 
edge of our airpower, in support of 
NATO, rests on the Military Airlift Com
mand's ability to get the troops and 
material in place fast. This requires an 
in-being force that is ready to deploy 
anywhere in the world prior to mobiliza
tion and within hours of an impending 
conflict. The House and Senate action 
would result in the closure of the mili
tary passenger terminals at McChord 
AFB, Wash.; Hickam AFB, Hawaii; 
Andersen AFB, Guam; Charleston AFB, 
S.C.; Dover AFB, Del.; Mildenhall AB, 
United Kingdom; and Rhein-Main AB, 
Germany. It would decrease the Military 
Airlift Command's ability to handle 
troops in war by 38 percent. It would 
sharply reduce the ability to train re
serve forces and would move the Defense 
peacetime passenger traftlc to commer-
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cial aiports which are already saturated. 
In fact, the latter is contrary to GAO 
recommendations to the Congress which 
concluded that commercial facility con
gestion caused aircraft delays that cost 
the U.S. airlines $800 million in 1977, 
detained the traveling public of 600 mil
lion hours and caused the airlines to 
use an additional 700 million gallons of 
fuel-over 8 percent of their total con
sumption. The GAO recommended to 
the Congress and the Secretary of Trans
portation that traffic should, in fact, be 
shifted to "reliever" airports. 

I fail to understand how we can close 
paid-for, existing facilities, which al
ready provide us the recommended relief 
and move that traffic to commercial fa
cilities such as Atlanta and Los Angeles 
which are overcrowded. I fail to under
stand the logic for cutting 263 military 
personnel who provide over a third of the 
Military Airlift Command's active duty 
wartime means to move combat troops, 
as well as the movement of up to 2 mil
lion noncombatants-especially when we 
face a growing threat in Europe. I fail to 
understand how our troops are going to 
move through commercial facilities, get 
on an aircraft and find their way to the 
battlefield. The nature of these two oper
ations are completely different. 

Apparently, the House and Senate Ap-
. propriations Committees based their de
cision on a Defense Audit Service report. 
Had they read between the lines they 
would have found the cost savings cited 
in that rePort were ghosts. Because of the 
Defense Audit report the Air Force just 
recently closed the Norton passenger ter
minal and started operations at Los An
geles. The Defense decision to move to 
Los Angeles was done without the knowl
edge of the Los Angeles airport authority, 
who raised considerable opposition be
cause of already overtaxed facilities. 
Additionally, the cost of moving our 
young service peeple through these high
cost areas is certainly not in their best 
interests. Twelve million dollars is a 
small price to pay for the wartime capa
bility we need to keep this country out in 
front and at the same time continue to 
provide a highly valued benefit to our 
people in uniform. Therefore, I propose 
the Senate restore $12 million in the fis
cal year 1980 Defense appropriations bill. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, this 
amendment pertains to our passenger 
terminals, which are involved in carry
ing our military personnel and their 
families and certain ·equipment back 
home, and so forth. The House took out 
this money. It certainly seems to us it 
ought to be reviewed. So I propose that 
we take this amendment respecting an 
established program to conference and 
see what we can work out and get the 
funds restored in part, at least, or in 
whole, and that is agreeable to the Sena
tor from North Dakota. 

May I request, please, if the Senators 
could just put their statements in the 
RECORD, it would greatly facilitate mat
ters. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President the 
committee cut $12 million from th~ bill 

. which was needed for nine military gate
way terminals at military airports based 
on a Defense Audit Agency report that 

it would be cheaper to move operations 
to the nearest commercial terminals. 

A more recent General Accounting 
Office study shows these commercial ter
minals are already congested and that 
the United States should use "reliever" 
terminals like our present military facil
ities. 

Furthermore, a recent Air Force study 
shows there would be no savings by shift
ing military passengers to commercial 
airports. 

Mr. President, we need to keep these 
military gateway terminals as a mobil
izatio:i base in emergencies. As a co
author of this amendment, I urge its 
adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
of the Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, let me 
ask are there any more requests for time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all 
time yielded back? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield back my time. 
Mr. HOLLINGS. I yield back my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

has been yielded back. The question is 
on agreeing to the amendment of the 
Senator from South Carolina. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I move 

to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to . 

Mr. BRADLEY. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 790 
(Purpose : To restore the funds for the Air 

Force Class IV modifications) 

Mr. GARN. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Utah (Mr. GARN), for 

himself and Mr. HATCH, proposes Ml un
printed amendment numbered 790. 

Mr. GARN. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that further reading of 
th~ amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
obiection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 26, line 11, insert the following: 

strike "$2.632,131,000" and insert in lleu 
thereof "$2,633,731,000". 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. May I 
ask the statf members who are on the 
floor to find seats and stop conversations 
so that we can hear the eenator from 
Utah. 

The Senator from Utah. 
Mr. GARN. I thank the Chair. Mr. 

President, this is a simple amendment 
which has to do with Air Force T ACAN 
programs, to restore a $1.6 million cut 
to complete the third plh.ase of a three
phase modification program. 

It is my understanding that the ma
jority and minority floor managers have 
agreed to accept this amendment. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, we sup
port the amendment. We think it has 
merit and we h'ope we can yield back the 
time now. 

Mr. YOUNG. I will be happy to yield 
back my time. 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield back my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

having been yielded back, the question is 
on agreeing to the amendment of the 
Senator from Utah. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. GARN. Mr. President, I move to 

reconsider the vote by which the amend
ment was agreed to. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I move to lay 
that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I see the 
Cenator from Arkansas here. He 'has two 
amendments, if he would present the one 
about the early warning system first. 

Mr. PRYOR. I thank the chairman for 
yielding to me. I think this amendment 
will take only a few moments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Arkansas. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 791 

Mr. PRYOR. I send an amendment to 
the desk at this time and a.sk for its im
mediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will report the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arkansas (Mr. PRYOR) 

proposes an unprinted amendment num
bered 791. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 63, between lines 10 and 11, in

sert the following: 
SEC. 763. The Secretary of the Air Force 

shall acquire and install, with such funds 
as may be available to him, a civilia.n early 
warning system at each Titan II missile site 
to the extent found necessa.ry or desirable 
by the study conducted pursuant to section 
813 of the Department of Defense Authoriza.
tion Act, 1980. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, the 
amendment which I offer will provide 
for the establishment of a civilian early 
warning system at Titan II missile sites 
which have surrounding communities 
and farms. It is my belief that such an 
early warning system is necessary to pro
tect the safety of these civilians who 
could be exposed t.o accidentally released 
toxic and even lethal gaseous fumes. My 
amendment would not, of course, cover 
those missile sites which are located in 
isolated areas with no surrounding 
populations. 

At the present time, there are 54 Titan 
II missile sites located in Arkansas, Kan
sas, and Arizona; 18 of these missile sites 
are located in Arkansas. My concern for 
the safety of the people living in the 
surrounding areas is very real, Mr. Presi
dent. In January of 1978, a fuel trans
porter at a missile site near Damascus, 
Ark., overheated and vented toxic nitro
gen tetroxide vapor into the atmosphere 
which· drifed over the civilian country
side exposing seven people to the toxic 
fumes. One of those exposed has stated 
that he is still experiencing ill effects 
from the exposure over a year and half 
ago . 

While we cannot prevent all accidents, 
we can take steps to protect the peopfo 
living in the areas surrounding the mis-
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sile sites. In the case of the accidental 
leak in Damascus of nitrogen tetroxide, 
a component of Titan II missile propel
lant, the most severe exposures were due 
to the simple fact that the individuals 
were simply not aware that any danger 
existed. They were working out in the 
fields and continued to work for several 
hours until neighbors found them and 
warned them of the evacuation of the 
area. The Air Force stated that the leak 
was not immediately detected, thus 
causing the delay in the notification 
rather than the lack of procedures. I, 
however, believe that this emphasizes the 
need for an immediate response once the 
accident is detected. 

At the present time, there is no auto
matic alerting system which could be 
triggered to warn the surrounding civil
ian population about a leak of toxic 
fumes or any type of accident. The Air 
Force, while maintaining sensitive moni
toring equipment at the missile site to 
immediately alert those at the site to a 
hazard, does not have an early warning 
system installed to warn civilians in the 
surrounding towns and farms. Air Force 
officials rely on the notification of local 
civilian law enforcement personnel and 
ask for their assistance "in establishing 
a controlled situation if the situation 
dictates." This, Mr. President, is simply 
not adequate. In Damascus, four per
sons were hospitalized. There is no need 
for this type of unfortunate occurrence 
to happen if the proper precautions are 
taken. This is the problem we need to 
address. 

The question of the safety of the Titan 
II missile system has been raised before. 
When questioned, the Air Force revealed 
that 20 persons were hospitalized due to 
exposure to toxic Titan II propellants 
from 1974 to 1978 alone. These :figures 
would not include the Damascus accident 
or a later propellant leak of nitrogen 
tetroxide that was much more severe 
near Rock, Kans. There were two fatali
ties of airmen working at the site, 20 
hospitalized, and nearly 200 people evac
uated from the nearby town and sur
rounding farms. 

Concern over this leak and other in
cidents led to the adoption of an amend
ment to the 1980 Department of Defense 
authorization bill which called for the 
Secretary of the Air Force to conduct a 
complete investigation of the Titan II 
missile systems and report back to the 
Congress within 180 days. The studv will 
include an investigation of the phvsical 
condition of the Titan II missile systems 
and recommendations for improvements 
to protect the public safety, including 
that of the military personnel assigned 
to the missile sites. 

Mr. President. it has been pointed out 
that over 1 million people live in the 
areas surrounding the Titan II missile 
si.tes in Arkansas. Kan15as. and Arizona. 
We have a responsibility to protect the 
safety and well-being of these people. 
The oresent so-called "system" for alert
ing the nearby civilian populations con
stitutes no viable "system" at all. Leav
ing the notification up to the local · law 
enforcement officials is haphazard and 
leaves to chance many possible omissions 
for untold reasons. There needs to be 

established an early warning system 
which will indicate to the populace that 
a danger exists and that proper precau
tions need to be taken. 

I would hope that once the recom
mendations of the Secretary of the Air 
Force are received regarding the im
provements to protect the public safety, 
all necessary actions will be taken to in
stall the recommended civilian warning 
system. It is my firm belief that this 
warning system will help to insure that 
there will be no future injury or loss of 
life due to an accident at a Titan II 
missile site which could have been pre-
vented. · 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, on that 
we asked the Senator from Nevada <Mr. 
CANNON) to look into this matter. It is 
something in which he is versed and 
about which he is familiar, and some
thing he said should be done, provided 
they found the base for it that the Sena
tor from Arkansas is expecting. I hope 
the Senate will approve the Senator's 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all time 
yielded back? 

Mr. PRYOR. I yield back my time. 
Mr. STENNIS. I yield back my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-

tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from Arkansas. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I move to 

reconsider the vote by which the amend
ment was agreed to. 

Mr. STENNIS. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. STENNIS. We thank the Senator. 
He does have another amendment. 

Mr. PRYOR. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I do. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

tor from Arkansas. 
UP AMENDMENT NO. 792 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arkansas (Mr. PRYOR) 

propos:es an unprinted amendment num
bered 792. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read
ing of the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 7, line 10, strike out "$10,031,-

355,000" and insert in lieu thereof "$10,-
006 ,355 ,000". 

On page 7, line 21, strike out "$13,352,-
224,000" and insert in lieu thereof "$13,-
317,224,000". 

On page 8, line 23, strike out "$10,599,-
409,000" and 'insert in lieu thereof "$10,-
564,409,000". 

On page 9, line 6, strike out "$3,555,-
197,000" and insert in lieu thereof "$3,-
550,197,000". 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I would 
like to make an inquiry at this time; 
under what time agreement are we act
ing at this moment? 

Mr. STENNIS. I hope the Senator 
will take a very few minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will advise the Senator that under 
the rule that exists at this moment there 
are 30 mnutes to the amendments to a 
s '.de, but they have not been taken. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that it be in order 
to amend the bill on page 8, line 23 for 
a second time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I will pro
ceed as rapidly as I can. This subject 
has consumed a great deal of my atten
tion and time in the past several weeks 
and I feel very deeply about it. For the 
past 35 years Congress, as an institution, 
has routinely delegated many of its re
sponsibilities and obligations to the ex
ecutive branch and to the departments 
and regulatory bodies of the Govern
ment. 

Now, Mr. Pre3ident, in 1979, as we are 
about to begin a new decade, we find 
that the same governmental entities to 
which we have delegated these responsi
tilities are now in turn delegating these 
responsibilities to consultants and con
tractors for a profit. I believe these con
sulting firms are pervading this coun
try, and in this city they have literally 
taken over the decisionmaking process 
of our Federal system. 

I am proud that the Senator from 
Washington CMr. MAGNUSON) ' the dis
tinguished chairman of the Appropria
tions Committee, has joined me as a co
s~onsor of this amendment. 

Also joining me in this amendment are 
Senator ZORINSKY, Senator SIMPSON, and 
S.enator METZENBAUM. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that their names 
be added as cosponsors of this amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Will the E'enator be kind enough to 
add the name of the occupant of the 
chair as a cosponsor, as well? 

Mr. PRYOR. The Senator from Ar
kansas is extremely pleased to have Sen
ator RIEGLE join him in this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, my 
amendment states that the Department 
of Defense shall reduce by $100 million 
the amount of funds appropriated un
der this act to pay for the compensa
tion of experts and consultants or to 
procure by contract the services of ex
perts and consultants or organizations 
thereof. This amendment is similar in 
substance and form to the language in 
the HEW appropriation bill by the dis
tinguished chairman of the Senate Ap
propriations Committee, Senator MAG
NUSON (a cosponsor). This amendment is 
also similar to the action taken by the 
House of Representatives Committee on 
Ai:;propriations, when they considered 
the DOD appropriations bill. 

The problem of increasing dependency 
on consultants and experts by the De
partment of I)efense is one of growing 
concern to me as I am sure it is to my 
colleagues. This problem exists, however, 
not only at the Department of Defense, 
but at every Federal ag€ncy and departm ~nt. The costs and numbers of con-
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sultants employed by the Government 
are astoundingly high, with estimates 
which run into millions of people ·-and 
cost figures exceeding $2 billion. More-· 
over, from the study and investigations 
I have conducted thus far, I am con
vinced that much of this money is spent 
in an inefficient and wasteful manner and 
that fraud is rampant in these expendi
tures. 

On October 12, 1979, the Subcommit
tee on Civil Service and General Services, 
which I chair, held the first of a series 
of hearings on the Federal Government's 
growing reliance on consultants and ex
perts. Last Friday, November 2, I also 
chaired the Governmental Affairs Com
mittee oversight hearings on the use of 
consultants at the Department of En
ergy. I plan to continue these hearings 
and my investigation into this subject 
by examining practices at various Fed
eral agencies and departments. 

My research to date indicates that 
not only do we not know how many con
sulants and experts are being used by 
the Federal Government, but we are not 
even sure what some of these people do 
for the Federal Government, how much 
their services cost the American tax
payer, or even why they were retained 
in the first place. 

Although no exact figure has been 
compiled on how much the Federal Gov
ernment spends for advice, ail evidence 
points to a figure that is in the several 
billion-dollar range. Although I have 
not been able to discern any pattern to 
hiring practices, an overwhelming ma
jority of consultants appear to gain ac
cess to Federal money as a result of 
friendships and previous con tacts, ra
ther than as a result of ability. Whi.le 
many of the contracts are for needed 
services, a large number are unneces
sary and all but useless when completed. 
The lists of abuses which I have been 
able to develop in the short time of my 
investigation looks more like "Ripley's 
Believe It or Not," rather than legitimate 
Government procurements. 

One witness, a retired officer, testi
fied under oath about the abuses with 
which he became familiar while working 
as a DOD consultant. During his 4 ·years 
as a consultant he testified to witness
ing or participating in the completion 
of approximately 70 contracts totaling 
nearly $5 million, of which 94 percent 
were with the Department of Defense; 
93 percent of those were awarded on a 
sole source basis, that is, without com
petitive bids. The witness testified to 
abuses, such as lack of competition in 
contracts by awarding either sole 
source contracts or what are known as 
wired contracts <these were advertised 
to the public, but agreements had al-

. ready been reached to award them to a 
particular consultant); use of s.ecurity 
classifications arbitrarily applied to 
limit competition: subdivision of con• 
~;racts to circumvent paperwork require
ments and to avoid closer scrutiny; use 
of exclusive information by contractors 
who "became cozy" with Government 
officials; improper billing by contractors 
to secure top pay, bonuses, :first class 
travel, and payment for such personal 
items as automobiles. These are only a 
few of the more blatant examples about 

which he testified. ·such practices are 
permitted and perhaps even encour
aged by the Department of Defense. 
Additional areas of concern I have un
covered include the following examples. 

One agency of the Department of De-
. f ense, the Naval Air Facility, issued 
seven separate contracts to the same 
consultant. His task was to write up sug
gestions for more contracts which the 
Na\ry could contract out. This suggests 
to me that this agency has money to 
burn if they can go shopping in this 
manner. 

We also find that the Defense Depart
ment authorized $169,000 for a study on 
"How to Organize and Administer Con
tracts." The approved cost overrun on 
the consultant's fee brought the total 
to $200,000. After spending this · amount 
the Department refuted the results and 
delayed release of the study. Instead, 
they authorized an in-house study which 
contradicted much of what the consult
ant has said. 

Similar abuses have been documented 
to me by other witnesses, as well as in 
the 1977 Defense Audit Service report 
on the audit of management studies and 
analyses in DOD. A similar audit report 
now underway, is expected to outlin~ 
similar patterns of abuse. In addition 
like findings have also been confirmed 
and documented by the General Account
ing Office and the House Appropriation's 
Subc~ittee on Surveys and Inivesti
gations in February 1977. The House re
port reviewed the Department of De
fense's contract studies and analyses and 
reported that "there was found an abys
mal lack of uniformity making it im
possible to gather accurate study data." 
Further, according to the House report: 

The many abuses make it doubtful the 
Department of Defense ls adequately pre
serving the integrity, credibll1ty, and even 
the honesty of the negotiating method of 
procurement. 

. We have literally granted a hunting 
llcense for these people who comprise 
~his invisible bureaucracy, and the prey 
is the American taxpayer. 

A meaningful first step is to establish a 
sound reporting system of the Govern
ment's consultants. 

On this point, I would like to strongly 
identify myself with the concerns raised 
on Page 85, in title m of the committee 
report. As explained in the report the 
committee recommends that the DePart
ment of Defense establish a special ex
hibit in the budget justification mate
rial, beginning with fiscal year 1981, that 
shows the amount expended, or requested 
for: 

First, consultants <salaried and con
tracted) ; second, contract studies and 
analyses; and third, other management 
support contracts. I hope that the chair
man of the Defense Appropriations 
Committee will make DOD adhere to this 
valuable requirement and if possible ex
pand its langauge in. the conference 
report. 

I believe that this action is long over
due and I wholeheartedly support the 
Senator from Mississippi in this effort to 
begin to uncover a large · part of this so
called invisible bureaucracy. I am 
pleased that the Senate Committee on 
Appropriations believes that the Depart-

ment of Defense should not "e~rt" its 
management responsibilities and prerog
atives to consultants, contract analysts 
and Defense "experts" who are not on 
the DOD payroll. 

In greater recognition of this problem, 
our counterparts in the House of Repre
sentatives Committee on Appropriations 
have recomended a $300 million reduc
tion in contracts, studies, and ang.lyses, 
as well as management and engineering 
sUJpport and consultant services. To 
quote from ~he House DOD Appropria
tions Committee report: 

The Committee has very little confidence 
in the averall accuracy of the figures, the 
fact remains that the amounts being spent 
in such contracts have been rapidly increas
ing in recent years. 

DOD spent $2 •. 252,600,000 in fiscal year 
1977 on service support contracts. 
Although the overall size of the United 
States Armed Forces has remained rela
tively stable since then, the expenditures 
for such "service support" have in
creased over $1 billion to $3,263,100,000. 

The House .A!ppropriations Committee 
has several times admonished the De
partment of Defense to make reductions 
in the service support contract portion 
of the budget, however, the committee 
has been ignored year after year. The 
House. committee has very carefully doc
umented examples of consultant abuse, 
as well as the committee's efforts to curb 
the growth and dependency on consult
ants and experts. Among the continuing 
abusive practices are: contracting-out 
for services when they can be done less 
costly in-house, awarding contracts to 
firms that are in violation of the ad
minist.ration's wage and price guidelines, 
revolvmg door arrangements, and use of 
consultant services to perform functions 
for which there are in-house ca;pabilities. 
The House committee's 10 volume hear
ing record is replete with example of 
studies ahd audits which have been con
ducted by consultants for DOD and 
which have produced questionable re
sults. 

I must say that I am in agreement 
with my colleagues in the House. I be
lieve we have an invisible bureaucracy 
which is growing by leaps and bounds 
feeding off th,e Federal Government and 
spending literally billions of dollars in 
an unregulated and unchecked mariner. 
When defense dollars are wa~ted on un
necessary consultant costs it means that 
our Nation's national security is being 
diminished. Steps must be taken immedi
ately to insure· that all the taxpayer's 
dollars allocated for defense are actually 
spent in a cost effective and productive 
manner. We must not further abrogate 
our national security through wasteful 
and needless consultant contracts. 

My amendment is a simple first step 
which we in the Congress should take in 
order to put Federal agencies on notice 
that wasteful, inefficient, and often 
fraudulent consultant arrangemenm . 
must be ended. 

Consultant abuse and fraud is•evident 
not only in the Department of Defense. 
As I have mentioned, the distinguished 
chairman of the Senate Appropriations 
Committee, Senator MAGNUSON, is aware 
of the problems a.Ssociated with the in-
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creasing reliance on consultants by the 
Federal Government, particularly at the 
Department of Health, and Welfare. In 
fact, the fiscal year 1980 appropriations 
bill for DHW made a reduction of $65,-
000,000 in consultant costs. It also ordered 
the Secretary to report to the commit
tee within 60 days where the reductions 
would be made. According to the commit
tee report: 

(T) he Committee is taking this action as 
an expression of its displeasure over the ex
panded role that consultant organizations 
are playing in the day-to-day operation and 
decisionmaking process that are integral to 
HEW's mission. 

I would hope that the conference re
port agreement on the DOD appropria
tion bill will also adopt language which 
requires the Secretary of Defense to re
port to Congress within 60 days on how 
the proposed reductions will be accom
plished. 

I would suggest to my colleagues that 
this problem is not isolated to DHW or 
to DOD but is found in virtually every 
Federal agency and department, which 
has been permitted to spend the tax
payers' dollars in an unchecked and 
frivolous manner for often worthless 
consultant studies and commonsense 
advice. 

I would also like to put my colleagues 
on notice that I plan to carefully scru
tinize each bill which comes before the 
Congress in order to insure that tax-. 
payers' dollars are not spent unnecessar
ily for needless consultant studies and 
reports. 

As I said in the first day of my hearings 
on this subject, the invisible bureaucracy 
is made up of literally thousands of in
dividuals hired as consultants by govern
ment. 

Until recently very little has been said 
or done about the growing influence of 
the consulting industry. 

Over 2 years ago the President of the 
United States expressed his concern over 
the waste of taxpayer dollars for con
sultant services that were being spent 
"excessively, unnecessarily, and improp
erly." He then directed the Office of Man
agement and Budget to find out how 
many consultant contracts the Federal 
Government awarded, the names of each 
firm, and the benefit that the Govern
ment derived from these contracts. To
day, 2¥2 years later, we still do not know 
how many consultants the Government 
uses, how much they are paid, or what 
benefit the Government derives from 
their services. Worse yet, during the 2-
year period when Federal agencies were 
being asked to cut down on excessive and 
abusive arrangements and to implement 
controls, every indication is that the 
Government instead relied even more 
heavily than ever on the consultant in
dustry. 

As a result of the President's interest 
in eliminating unnecessary and abusive 
consulting arrangements in the Federal 
Government, the Office of Management 
and Budget on May 5, 1978, issued Bul
letin No. 78-11, "Guidelines for the Use 
of Consulting Services." I would, how
ever, point out to my colleagues that this 
bulletin has not been adequately moni
tored by OMB and, in fact, has not even 

been implemented by a number of Fed
eral agencies and departments. Perhaps 
the most notable Federal agency among 
those is the largest employer of consult
ants and one which we are discussing to
day-the Department of Defense. 

On September 5, 1979, I wrote to over 
30 Federal agencies and departments 
asking them a series of questions re
garding their use of consultants and ex
perts and the status of their efforts to 
implement the OMB bulletin. Although 
not all agencies I wrote have responded, 
I did receive a prompt res·ponse from the 
Department of Defense on September 27, 
1979. They enclosed a copy of the DOD 
directive which implements OMB Bul
letin 78-11 issued on May 5, 1978, but told 
me, and I quote: 

This directive is pending signature of 
the Secretary of Defense. 

Over a year after OMB issued their 
cure-all for consultant abuses, DOD, the 
largest Federal agency, has not even im
plemented the order. This information. in 
my opinion, is utterly shocking but per
haos shed light upon the problems 
which we face. I ask unanimous con
sent that the Department of Defense 
response to my letter, together with an 
article on HEW consultants, be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no ob.iection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Wash'fn.gton, D.a., September 27, 1979. 

Jfon. DAVIO PRYOR, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on ctvtl Services 

and General Services, aommtttee on 
Governmental Affairs, U.S. Senate, Wash
ington, D .a. 

DEAR SENATOR PRYOR: The enclosed infor
mation is provided in resoonse to your re
quest of September 5, 1979, regarding con
sultant/ expert services in the Department 
of Defense. 

If you need any further information or 
have any questions, please feel free to con
tact me. 

Sincerely, 
D. 0. COOKE, 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense. 
Enclosures. 

1. Has your agency implemented the man
agement controls outlined in Bulletin 78-11 
within your internal regulations? If not, why 
not? If yes, please enclose a copy of these 
regulations. 

Yes. Enclosed is a copy of the DoD Direc
tive which implements OMB Bulletin 78-11. 
This directive is pending signature of the 
Secretary of Defense (enclosure 1) . 

2 . Bulletin 78-11 established a requirement 
for all agencies to report various statistical 
information on all consultant contract 
awards over $10,000 to the Federal Procure
ment Data Center. What types and levels of 
officials within your agency decide whether 
or not a particular contract is for consultant _ 
Eervices as defined in Bulletin 78-11? 

The need for the use of consultant services 
must be approved at a level above the orga
nization sponsoring the consulting service. 
This would mean an individual in a com
mand or staff position of rank of at least a 
colonel or equivalent in the Navy or Civil 
Service. The decision to designate a contract 
as being for consultant-type services is based 
on the information arid approvals appearing 
on the requesting document or requisition 
and the guidelines and examples of Bulletin 
78- 11 which are incorporated into the De
fense Acquisition Regulation (DAR). 

a. Are these officials contracting officers or 

the program managers that requested the 
contract? 

The individuals actually marking the DD 
Form 350, the Individual Procurement Ac
tion Report, which provides the basic data 
for our statistical reporting system, are usu
ally purchasing personnel, rather than pro
gram managers, although program managers 
are involved in initiating the original re
quest for a consultant service contract. 

b. Are these officials in the best position 
(e.g., most familiar with the work to be p~
formed) to make this decision? 

Yes, purchasing personnel are in the best 
position to make a final, objective decision 
based on the information and approvals pre
sented to them and using the Bulletin 7~11 
guidelin~ and examples incorporated in the 
DAR. 

c. What assurance do you have that all 
contracts for consultant services are properly 
identified and reported to the Federal Pro
curement Data Center? 

We are incorporating the guidelines and 
examples of Bulletin 78-11 in the instruc
tions for filling out the DD Form 350 in the 
DAR. With proper management attention, 
this should provide identification and re-
porting. ' • 

3. What staitutory authorities does your 
0€enoy currently have for obtaining the 
services of experts and consultants by con
tract or by appointment? Please·· provide a 
•copy of these authorities. Statutory au
thor! ties (enclosure 2) used by the De
partment of Defense include: 

a. 5 USC 3109 as implemented by the 
current Department of Defense Appropria
tions Aot (e.g., PL 95-457, section 803); 

b. 10 use 173; 
c. 10 use 2113; 
d. 10 use 5153; 
e. 22 USC 2386; 
f. 33 USC 569a. 
4. Is the definition of "oonsultant serv

ices" in Bulletin 78-11 adequate for your 
identification and reporting of all such serv
ices? 

Enclosure 3 contains the original DoD 
comments provided OMB which still apply. 

5. What changes, if any, would you sug
gest in Bulletin 78-11? 

Enclosure 3 contains the original DoD 
comments provided OMB which stlll apply. 

6. Do you submit a Standard Form 50 
to the Office of Personnel Management for 
all appointed ~xperts an~ consultants? If 
not, w~y not? ·• 

0 

• • 

Yes. -
7. Do you consider a contract for con

sultant services as defined in Bulletin 78-11, 
but paid for with research and develop
ment funds, as subject to the requirements 
of the bulletin? 

Yes. 
a . Do you report such contracts to the 

Federal Procurement Data Center? 
Yes. 
8. Is your agency subject to the require

ments of Chapter 304 of the Federal Per
sonnel Manual? If not, why not? 

Yes. 
l 0. Chapter 304 of the Federal Personnel 

Manual explains that experts may perform 
operating functions within an agency but 
consultants can only provide advice. How 
many experts and consultants does your 
agency currently employ? 

2148. 
a. How many of those experts are cur

rently performing an operational function 
within your agency? 

Unable to determine in the timeframe 
requested. 

b. How many of those experts are only 
used to provide advice? 

Una.ble to determine in the ti.Inefram.e 
requested. 

c. How many of your agency's consultants 
perform operating functions? 

None. 
11. Are your aippointed experts and con-
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sultants counted against your personnel 
ce111ng limitations? Why? 

Yes In accordance with FPM Letter 298-2 
(encl~sure 4) .- Specifically, see Appendix 2, 
page 12,· Section IV, ~.'Employment Ce111ng 
Data." 

12. Do you use the authority contained 
in USC 3109 to contract for consultant 
services? Please explain the circumstances. 

Yes. This authority, as implemented by 
t e annual DoD appropriation Acts, is used 
to .contra.ot for expert and consultant serv
ices when the guidelines of Bulletin 78-11 
are met. We have been guided by essen
tially similar criteria set forth in the DAR 
sin.ce the enactment of PL 89-554 ( 5 USC 
3109) . These contracts and contracts for 
nonpersonal services are awarded under the 
provisions of the Armed Services Procure
ment Aot of 1947 which governs all De
partment of Defense purchasing. 

[From Policy Review-Winter, 1979] 

IN AND OUT AT HEW: DoING WELL BY DoING 
Goon THROUGH CONSULTING 

(By Donald Lambro) 
To the unknowing eye the gathering of 

142 professionals strolling about the com
fortable Orcas Island resort looked and acted 
much like any other business group out on 
an all-expense-paid weekend where work and 
pleasure are painlessly blended in just the 
right proportions. The spacious and well
appointed suites overlooking the breathtak
ing waters of Washington state's fabulously 
scenic San Juan Islands, the shrimp and 
prime rib dinners, the yacht trips a.round the 
islands-all refiected that special attention 
to details and lavish extras which IBM or 
General Motors might provide for their top 
brass on a simllar "business" weekend in the 
grandeur of the northwest. 

Surely' no one would have guessed that this 
was a gathering of well-pa.id consultants and 
federal and state bureaucrats who had been 
summoned together to grapple with the prob
lems of the poor-who seemed a. million light 
years a.way from this pristine locale which 
had once been the magnificent estate of a 
wealthy shipping magnate. Nor would any
one have suspected that the entire week
end's tab was being picked up by the United 
States Department of Health, Education and 
Welfare, courtesy of the Anierica.n taxpayer. 

The occasion for the conference w~ to 
discuss the results of the government's ex
periments on the poor in Seattle and Denver 
where low-income familes have been pro
vided with a guaranteed minimum income 
for the past five years. The experiment, in
volving nearly 5,000 fa.miles, is in the words 
of one prominent consultant "the biggest 
social experiment in the history of the hu
man race." And indeed it is. Conceivably the 
biggest welfare program in the history of the 
nation hangs in the ba.Iarice, not to mention 
many millions of dollars in future revenue 
for the consulting firms that have been 
nurturing and feeding the guaranteed income 
concept for the past decade and more. 

But, for the consultant companies that at
tended the Orcas Island conference la.st May 
on the Seattle and Denver Income Mainte
nance Experiments (SIME/DIME), a.long 
with the HEW and Labor Department repre
sentatives, more than just money was in
volved. For many of those who were there, 
SIME/DIME is more than just a.n experi
ment. It is a. ca.use. 

Most Americans have never heard of 
SIME/DIME and would be surprised to hear 
that the federal government was providing 
a. basic guaranteed annual income to the 
poor. Wasn't this Richard Nixon's ill-fated 
Family Assistance Plan (FAP) which had 
died ignominiously in the Congress? Wasn't 
this, furthermore, the very proposal Gerald 
Ford had adamantly rejected 1n his cam
paign to retain the Presidency? And, finally, 

wasn't this the type of costly proposal which 
Jimmy Carter had told HEW Secretary 
Joseph Calif a.no the nation could not afford? 

And yet, here it was, being kept a.li\'e ad
ministration after administration, like some 
comatose patient who has been declared 
clinically dead, but whose life support func
tions a.re being artificially sustained by 
ma.chine. A very different kind of ma.chine is 
keeping this proposal a.live, however, one that 
is peopled by a shadowy network of liberal 
planners, ' economists, sociologists, data. 
analysts, and thiri.kers. Most of them a.t one 
time or another ·can be found working in the 
type of consulting firinS represented at Orcas 
Island or somewhere within the federal bu
reaucracy. And most of them through the 
years have moved with ease through a. "re
volving door" system that takes them from 
consulting into government and back a.gain. 

But to understand the enormous infiuence 
which' major consulting firinS have over gov
ernment policy, it is absolutely necessary to 
understand how pervasive government's use 
of consulting has become. 

THE SILENT "INDUSTRY" 
Though not widely perceived beyond the 

banks of the Potomac, government consult
ing in Washington has multiplied into a. $2 
b1llion-a-yea.r growth industry in which 
major corporations like Rand, Brookings, SRI 
International (formerly Stanford Research 
Institute), Mathematica, Inc., and the Urban 
Institute, among others, have grown rich and 
powerful. And, by becoming increasingly de
pendent upon them, government has been 
able to get around maximum personnel ceil
ings simply by farming out more and more 
of its work, research, evaluation, and, in 
many cases, even program administration. 
For all its importance as an experimental 
project, SIME/DIME is being fully admin
istered, not by HEW, but by SRI and Mathe
matica. The National Institutes of Health 
farms out much of its administrative work 
to consulting firms. So do many other 
agencies. 

There are no accurate figures on the num
ber of consulting firms doing business with 
the federal government. One partial survey 
found that 64 departments and agencies were 
p3.ying consultants nearly $2 billion a. year 
under some 34,000 contracts. Last year, the 
government placed some 18,000 consultants 
on its payroll, but this represents only the 
tip of an unseen iceberg. It is estimated that 
if consulting firms and their employees were 
factored in, in addition to state and local 
emplcyees whose salaries are pa.id by the 
national government, the federal govern
ment's true employee level would be a.pproxi
mJ.tely three to four million more than the 
nearly three million now officially given. In
credible as it may seem, the federal govern
ment has only the vaguest idea of how many 
workers in this country are paid by federal 
funds. According to Spencer Rich (writing 
in The Washington Post, July 18, 1978, p. Al), 
a good estimJ.te would be that from three to 
four million persons are paid by the federal 
government through consulting contracts, 
research grants and payments made for the 
wa,,.es of state and local government em
ployees. Secret.:i.ry Joseph Califano of HEW 
recently testified to the Senate Appropria
tions Committee that his Department pays 
the sJ.laries of 980 ,217 persons who work fer 
private think tanks, universities and state 
and local governments. This is in addition 
to the 144,2!:6 "regular" HEW employees. The 
Department of Defense estimates that it pays 
the salaries of an additional 2,050,000 people 
through consulting contracts and the l.ike. 
This figure d::es not include 2,049,000 m1U
t3.ry personnel who a.re also federal em
ployees. 

Yet. the growth in government .consulting 
remains in part a. mystery because of the 
widespread unanimity both in and cut of 
government that a great deal of their work 

is of negligible. value. In its fiscal 1978 report 
on HEW's appropriations bill, the Senate Ap
propriations Committee confessed it was "un
aware of any instance where a consultant's 
recommendation has produced a significant 
program improvement." 

Tue Committee stated : 
An analysis of the itemized contracts let 

during fiscal years 1976 and 1977 indicated 
that many of these contracts may have been 
inappropriate in the context of (a) agency 
missions and priorities; (b) previous con
tracts performed for the same purpose; and 
(c) duplicative contracts being let simul
taneously within other parts of the Depart
ment and Federal Government. 

Nonetheless, HEW's consultng costs, like 
those of virtually e> ery other federal agency, 
continue to climb. In ft.seal 1977 HEW's con
sulting bill° was at lea.st $94 million. By 1978 
it had grown to $194 million. (It was prob
ably higher since much work that was in 
reality "consulting" was not listed a.s such.) 
At the end of 1978 Congress limited HEW to 
a tightened budget of no more than $194 
million for consulting services. 

"They a.re like pa.rs.st tes who feed off the 
government," one committee investigator 
said. "They keep coming back year after 
year." 

It is not surprising, therefore, that so 
many consultants have earned the notorious 
nickname "Beltway Bandits," a. title which 
accurately characterizes both the annual 
haul of tax dollars that fill their corporate 
saddle bags as well a.s their office hideouts
the beltway encircling greater Washington 
from where many of them conduct their 
business. 

"They have become," said one former HEW 
administrator, " like another branch of gov
ernment, a.n unseen branch, advising bureau
crats, developing policies, propelling pro
grams thrcugh the machinery of govern
ment. But what is most disturbing is the 
network they have formed among themselves, 
both inside as well a.s outside of government." 

Another former HEW administrator, John 
Svahn, who headed the Socia.I and Reha.biU
tation Service, found this network to be 
particularly pervasive within the field of so
cial welfare policy. "Ycu see the same indi
viduals dealing with the same programs on 
literally a revolving door basis," he said. 
"And it's true that there has been a sort of 
interlocking directorate among them. The 
same people tend to stay within a. penumbra. 
of social policy, whether they are in govern
ment or the private sector-except the people 
who are awarding the contracts one day a.re 
picking them up the next." 

TWO PRIME EXAMPLES 
Perhaps two of the most infiuentia.I con

sulting firms in Washington in the field of 
social welfare are the Urban Institute and 
Mathematica, Inc. 

Sparked by his then-special assistant, 
Joseph Ca.Ufa.no, President Lyndon Johnson 
pushed for the creation of the Urban In
stitute over· ten years ago, believing that 
the need existed for a. liberal think tank 
in Washington to research and analyze 
domestic programs and proposals. With the 
help• ·or several million dollars in federal 
seed money,· the Institute was founded and 
is today· one of the major contractors with 
Departments such as Housing and Urban 
Development, HEW, and Labor. This year 
HEW has given the Institute nearly $3 mil
lion in contracts. 

With a payroll of almost $7 mill1on a. year, 
the Institute provides work for 300 research
ers, data. analysts and other~ whose work 
brings in $11 million annually in revenue. 
If the Institute is not exactly an extension 
of the federal bureaucracy, it might as well 
be considered so because more than 86 per
cent of its· income comes from 22 federal 
departments and agencies. The balance is 
derived ·from state and local governments, 
foundations and private corporations. 
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Besides its prolific studies, the Institute 

ls equally admired in Washington's upper 
circles for its elegant, catered dinners where 
government policymakers, administrators, 
members of Congress, a.ca.demlcs and fellow 
consultants gather to hear speakers and 
exchange views on everything from housing 
allowance experiments to mlcroa.na.lytlc 
simulation. 

A guest of the Institute described one of 
its recent "welfare symposia." a.ffa.lrs this 
way: "Cocktails began a.t 6 :30 p .m. There 
were bars everywhere. This was followed 
by a. buffet served by tuxedoed waiters, most 
or a.11 of them Spanish-speaking. The menu 
included boeuf bourguignon, watercress 
sa.la.d, ecla.irs. The silver was Reed and 
Barton." 

Mathematica, Inc., was established in 1958 
by a. group of Princeton professors who oc
ca.siona.Uy did some data. analysis for the 
government and found that consulting for 
the government was much more lucrative 
than teaching a.t Princeton. La.st year the 
firm and its several subsidiaries in Wash
ington and Princeton, New Jersey, earned 
$23 mlllion--80 percent of it from the federal 
govei;nment. 

A"rmed with a. staff of 600 employees, 
Mathematica's annual report told sharehold
ers that the firm has "opened new business 
potential in information processing for gov:
ernment agencies." 

Both the Institute and Mathematica. have 
played a. significant though little-known 
role in the shaping of welfare policy and 
welfare reform proposals over the pa.st dec
ade. Their influence ls derived in large 
measure from their development of a highly 
sophisticated data model used a project 
costs of everything from food stamps towel
fare reform to a. guaranteed annual income. 

Called the Transfer Income Model, or 
TRIM, the model was initially developed by 
.a. group of Urban Institute economists under 
a. $1 million government contra.ct. Many of 
these key economists, including Jodie Allen 
who is now a. special assistant for welfare 
reform to Labor Secretary Ray Marshall , were 
hired away from the Institute by Mathe
matica and took the TRIM model wit h them. 
With the support of additional government 
financing, primarily from HEW and the 
Office of Economic Opport unity, both firms 
improved the TRIM model (Mathematica 
renamed theirs MATH) and began selllng its 
data. to any federal agency needing reliable 
cost estimates on income transfer programs. 
Thus, TRIM and its successors have been 
used to estimate , and ln many ways shape, 
virtually every major welfare proposal for the 
past ten years. HEW, Labor, the Intern.al 
Revenue Service, HUD, the Congressional 
Research Service are just some of the agen
cies which have used its data. 

"There was enormous power being wielded 
here by these two consulting firms," one 
congressional investigator said. "The deci
sions that Nixon made on FAP and Ford on 
his income supplement proposal, plus other 
actions by the Congress on food stamp re
form and social welfare were by and large 
based on the figures derived from TRIM." 

Said another congressional sta-ffer who has 
followed the battle over welfare reform 
closely, "In <every battle over a controversial 
proposal the side that usually wins is the 
side with the best information, the most 
co'!lvlncing statistics. Right now consulting 
groups like the Urban Institute and Mathe
matica. have control of the best data. avail
able." 

Svahn agrees that those who control to a. 
substantial degree the input of information 
control the decislon-m.aking process of gov-
ernment. "You can't argue with a computer," 
he says. "But the models a.re not tote.Uy ob
.1ective because they are based on certain 
bhsed assumptions." These assumptions 
have been made by people in and out of 
government whQ a.re champions of the guar
anteed annual income concept. 

REVOLVING DOOR POLITICS 

Even the most cursory review of the last 
ten years of welfare reform proposals finds 
the same names cropping up a.gain and again, 
criss~rossing both government and consult
ing fields a.s if they were one and the same-
frequently occupying key positions of au
thority and influence. Virtually all Of them 
represent one common point of view-a. club 
wit hin a club. 

William Morrill, HEW's assistant secretary 
for Planning and Evaluation between 19'.73 
and 1976, whose office contracted for much of 
the research that contributed to the devel
opment of FAP, is now a senior fellow at 
Mathematica. 

Michael Barth, HEW's deputy assistant sec
retary for Income Security Policy, was one of 
the chief architects of the guaranteed annual 
inct':me proposal. He worked under Morrill as an economist in HEW during which time 
he wrot e Toward An Effective Income Sup
port System which resurrected the FAP pro
posal Nixon had originally turned down. 
Barth's book was published by the University 
of Wisconsin's Institute for Research on 
Poverty which has done considerable con
sulting work for the government. 

John Palmer, who supervised Barth in 
HEW's Office of Policy Evaluation and who 
with George C. Carcagno co-authored the 
book on FAP, is now at Brookings. Carcagno 
is ·a senior vice president with Mathematica. 

Henry Aaron held Morrill 's old job as 
~W's assistant s~cretary for Planning and 
Evaluation and has worked for several major 
consult ing firms, including the Urban Insti
tute, Brookings and Rand. He recently an
nounced his decisioh to return to the Brook
ings Institution. 

Jodie T. Allen served as chief of research 
and policy coordination for the Family As
sistance Plan in HEW from 1969 to 1970, later 
becoming senior vice president at Mathe
matica from 1974 to 1977. She ls now Labor 
Secretary Ray Marshall's special assistant for 
welfare reform. 

Richard Nathan served a.s a deputy under
secretary for welfare reform under HEW 
Secretary Elliot Richardson and was a major 
force behind FAP. He has returned to Brook
ings. 

Susan Woolsey, Morrlll's top assistant at 
HEW, is now associate director for Human 
Resources at the Office of Management and 
Budget, a position Morrill once held. 

Elsewhere, one finds numerous examples 
of revolving door practices through which 
consultants become government policymak
ers and vice versa. 

Raymond Struyk, for example, a, former 
Urban Institute official , is now a deputy as
sistant secretary in HUD's Office of Research 
and Demonstration which la.st year did $3.1 
million worth of business with his former 

· organization. 
Carolyn Merck, a Food and Nutrition Serv

ice specialist in the Department of Agricul
ture who worked on food stamp reform using 
data provided under a. $660,709 contra.ct to 
Mathematica, left her government post to 
take a job with Mathematica. 

Ernest Stromsdorfer, a former deputy as
sistant secretyy of La.b6r who was in charge 
of "resea.rch and evaluaitlon,'' ls now with 
Apt Associates, a consulting firm in Cam
bridge, Massachusetts, which is a major 
government contractor. 

All of this raises substantial questions 
a.bout inherent conflicts as well as a.bout the 
abllity of top government officials to make 
fair and dispassionate decisions and judg
ments on tough 'and highly controversial is
sues. Much of the a.va.Ua.ble evidence points 
too Often to an almost incestuous relation
ship between two spheres of infiuences: gov
ernment and consulting firms. How can we 
expect officials within the Departments of 
Labor and HEW to examine the results of 
major social experiments e.nd dellvP-r to us 

·an unprejudiced evaluation based solely on 
t'be facts? On the contrary, it appears that 

in the long, painful struggle over welfare 
reform an overwhelmingly biased point of 
view has survived within the bureaucracy 
to keep the concept of a guaranteed annual 
income alive. 

Moreover, how Ca.n we trust the conclu
sions of experiments like SIME/ DIME when 
the consulting firms performing the work 
are peopled and run by individuals who once 
had a profound interest in their success as 
public servants? If social "experiments" ad
ministered by consultants under govdtn
ment contracts are worthy of their name, 
then they should be truly experiments and 
nothing more, for strict scientific procedure 
requires that the outcome of any social 
experiment must not be tinkered with or 
prejudiced in any way. Yet, there is reason 
to doubt that this is the case with the nega
tive income tax entitlement project as well 
a.s with the manpower provisions of the 
program. 

In an interview with Jodie Allen, during 
which sh e went to great lengths to demon
strat e her total uninvolvement with her 
former firm, she made a remark about h'.er 
present task in the Department of Labor 
that I think revealed a great deal about the 
outcome of the jobs component of the wel
fare reform program. 

Ms. Allen said, "I want to make it work. 
I w3.nt to see it succeed." One cannot blame 
her for such enthusiasm, but neither can one 
h~lp wondering how such a.n "experiment" 
can be truly impartial and unprejudiced 
with one of its chief administrators a~tively 
working in its beh.alf. 

Four months after he took office, Jimmy 
Carter issued a memorandum to the he-ads 
of his executive departments and agencies 
saying, "There has been and continues to 
be evidence that some consulting services, 
including experts and 'advisors, are being 
u ::ed excessively, unnecessarily, and Im
properly." 

Among many areas of abuse, Mr. Carter 
cited "Revolving door a.buses whereby for
mer government employees may be improper
ly favored for individual or contracted 
consulting arrangements." 

EarUer this year a Washington Post in
vestigation found that top officials of the 
Appalachian Regional Commission had re
ceived fat consulting contracts when they 
left the antipoverty agency, considering 
them nothing more than a thinly disguised 
form of sever.ance pay. Harry Teter Jr., who 
resigned in July of 1978 as executive direc
tor of the agency, was given $35,000 for a 
six-month review of his years at the com
mission. Other top officials who resigned qr 
retired received similar consulting contracts, 
in one case as high as $75,000. 

At the same time, an HEW investigation 
discovered that friends and relatives of offi
cials at the N:ational Institute on Drug 
Abuse had obtained millions of dollars in 
cc;msulting con~racts. HEW Inspector Gen
eral Thomas D. Morris said there was "a 
substantial aupearance of impropriety," and 
HEW Secretary Joseph Califano stated that 
he WJ:l.S "deeply disturbed with the loose 
m3.nagement practices and evidences of 
cornyism" his investigators had uncovered. 

All of this reddened the faces and raised 
the eyebrows of several congressional com
mittees that have quietly begun investiga
tions into Washington's largely hidden 
world of consulting contractors. Shocked by 
the $200 million HEW wanted to spend on 
consultants in fiscal 1979, the Senate Appro
priat ions Committee's Labor-HEW subcom
m ittee bas begun probing the De'Oartment's 
consult ing contra.ct awards. Simultaneously, 
the Committee's special investigative unit 
has been conducting probes of its own. The 
still-secret investigation will culminate in 
Senate hearings early next year. 

Yet de~pite this activity, little of substance 
has been done within the administration to 
end the apparent conflicts and revolving 



November 9, 1979 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 31901 
abuses over which Mr. Carter has expressed 
clear and deep concern. 

"It's a very cozy group over there," said 
one former HEW official of his old alma 
mater. "When you look at the assistant sec
retaries, the deputy assistant secretaries, the 
same crowd is still there, many of them 
since Johnson, doing the planning and policy 
analysis, pushing their causes in little in
crements. Most of them came out of the con
sulting industry in this town and know thA.t 
they can return to it anytime they want. 
And they maintain their relationships with 
their former firms. It's a very •!ozy relation
ship." 

The consulting industry is so large and 
"invisible" that a new industry if form
ing just to keep track of how many con
sultant contracts are awarded by our 
Government. One firm, in particular, 
Washington Representative Services, 
Inc., has teen following the trends in 
consultant contracts for the last 4 years. 
They have concluded that the number of 
consultant contracts has actually in
creased in each of the last 3 years despite 
OMB's assurances to us that there was 
an 11-percent reduction in consultant 
contracts. 

This firm has provided my subcom
mittee with more accurate information 
on the number and use of consultants 
than the agencies themselves have been 
able or willing to provide. 

For example, this firm listed the fol
lowing consultant contracts awarded by 
DOD: 

Date/amount, title, and awardee: 
'September 26, 1978, $148,508, quantitative 

procedure for personnel position identity 
definition; General Research Corporation. 

April 14, 1978, $31,670, creation of central 
concept/theme for general safety program; 
Thomas Buffington Associates. 

September 28, 1978, $219,212, group-paced 
training for behavioral science specialist 
course; Applied Science .Af:sociates. 

September 30, 1977, $61,596, Management 
Study of the Defense Property Marketing 
Program; Don Sowle Associates. 

December 22, 1977, $141,166, Human Fac
tors' Research; Dunlap & Associate. 

September 11, 1978, $74,826, Technical Sup
port to Research on Human Factors in Sys
tem Design; University of Dayton. 

August 15, 1978, $145,573, Study of Air 
Force Management of Interim Contract Sup
port; Boeing Aerospace. 

September 27, 1978, $448,180, Headquarters, 
Army Information Management Study; 
Arthur Young & Co. 

March 14, 1978, $203,676, $581,377, Presen
tation of Navy Sponsored Defense Procure
ment Training Courses; Starling Institute. 

September 30 1978, $1,332,527, Develop
ment of Job-Oriented Basic Skills Curricula; 
Northrup Services, Inc. 

Mr. PRYOR. Perhaps one of the most 
blatant examples of excessive and costly 
use of consultants by DOD can be found 
in the area of implementation of the 
Civil Service Reform Act, which became 
Public Law 95-454, on October 13, 1978. 
Among other things the act provided for 
the creation of the Senior Executive 
Service, the ~rit pay system, and the 
new performance appraisal systems. 

The Navy Department, apparently 
anxious to implement the Senior Execu
tive Service CSES) section of the act 
before the July 14, 1979, starting date 
issued, in November 1978, without an~ 
competition five individual contracts for 
$70,000 each for study proposals on train-

ing and implementation of the act. Each 
contractor prepared two separate studies, 
one on SES ·and one on merit pay and 
performance appraisal. One of the five 
contractors, Coopers & Lybrand, was se
lected and awarded in April 1979, a con
tract for approximately $1 million for 
training and implementation of the SES 
section. The contractor then subcon
tracted out to another firm the bulk of 
the training work for approximately 400 
employees at Navy. Just last week, Navy 
was scheduled to award another con
tract for approximately $9 million to the 
same firm to complete the training and 
implementation of the merit pay and 
performance appraisal sections of the 
Civil Service Reform Act. 

There was no competitive bidding on 
these contracts, Mr. President. 

When questioned about the amount of 
funds being spent by the Navy, a Navy 
official commented that he did not con
sider $10,000,000 to be much money 
compared to their $45 billion research 
and development budget--"The money 
was available." 

The administration, while testifying 
before the Governmental Affairs Com
mittee last year, said they felt that most, 
if not all, agencies had developed in
house capabilities to complete training 
and implementation of the Civil Service 
Reform Act. 

The Congressional Budget Office esti
mated, based on information supplied by 
the administration, that the first year 
implementation of the act would be less 
than $14 million. 

Although I hope that all agencies are 
not finding it easier to contract out for 
training and implementation of the Civil 
Service Reform Act, rather then to de
velop the system in-house, I must report 
that the Navy Department is apparently 
not alone. The Small Business Adminis
tration has also contracted with Coopers 
& Lybrand, the same firm which Navy 
contracted with to do the same work. 
Why can't these jobs be performed by 
civil servants? 

I have already written to Director 
Campbell, of the Office of Personnel 
Management, asking that he report back 
to me the activities of all agencies and 
departments with regard to implementa
tion of the Civil Service Reform Act. 

In 1978 the Department of Defense 
awarded a $169,000 contract to one of 
the largest consultant firms in this coun
try-Boaz, Allen, and Hamilton. The 
purpose of this study was to tell DOD 
how they should be organized to admin
ister the millions of contracts they award 
each year. DOD was so disappointed in 
the results of the study that they r~
fused to release the Booz, Allen report 
for several months until they did their 
own study in-house. Before this contract 
was completed, it was modified to exceed 
$200,000-tihis money came out of DOD's 
operations and maintenance funds. The 
results of the in-house study were con
siderably different from the Booz, Allen 
recommendations. By now the Booz, Al
len report is probably sitting on some 
book shelf over at the Pentagon and the 
taxpayer is out $200,000. 

My amendment will hopefully elimi
nate a large number of costly, excessive 

and possibly abusive consultant arrange
ments wihich I have found to exist within 
DOD. This amendment will also put 
DOD and other Federal agencies on no
tice that the Congress intends to further 
scrutinize such wasteful expenditures. I 
urge my colleagues to support my 
amendment. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PRYOR. I am proud to yield to the 
distinguished Senator from Washington. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
compliment the Senator from Arkansas 
on the fine work he has done on over
sight of consultants. It has long been an 
evil in the Government. We took them on 
in the HEW appropriation and we found 
just hundreds of private contracts--some 
of them were "sweetheart contracts," 
under the table, and some of them with
out consulting other people, and a con
tinuation of one consulting firm after 
another, whether they had done the job 
or not. We took, I think $60 million out 
of the HEW appropriation, and I am sure 
that the Defense Department is filled 
with the same evil. 

I heartily support the Senator's 
amendment, and I hope the Senate will 
agree to it. 

Mr. PRYOR. I appreciate the state
ment of the Senator from Washington. 
The Senator has certainly been a pioneer 
in this field of trying to establish where 
we are and where we are going in the 
area of private consultants. I appreciate 
the fact that the Senator is ai cospon
sor of this amendment. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield to me, I would like to 
state that we have looked into this mat
ter with considerable care and find 
that he has done good work on it. This 
will be a saving if we can sustain it 
in conference, and we will certainly try. 
I recommend, along with the Senator 
from North Dakota, that the Senate 
adopt this amendment. 

Mr. YOUNG. I agree with the Sen
ator from MiSsissippi. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all 
remaining time yielded back? 

Mr. STENNIS. All remaining time is 
yielded back. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
of the Senator from Arkansas. 

The amendment <UP No. 792) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. PRYOR. I move to reconsider the 
vote by which the amendment was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I move to lay that 
motion on the' table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. --

UP AMENDMENT NO. 793 

(Purpose: To increase Army ammunition 
procurement $4.2 million to expand fa
c111ties at the Long Horn Army Ammuni
tion Plant) 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I have 
an amendment at the desk and I ask that 
the derk report it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Texas (Mr. ToWER) 

proposes an unprinted amendment num
bered 793. 
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Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 18, line 11, strike "$1,229,900,-

000" and insert in lieu thereof "$1,234,100,-
000". 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, this 
amendment is in response to an Army 
request of $4.2 million to provide a per
manent facility at Longhorn Army am
munition plant in Texas, as a replace
ment for the small, temporary facility 
at Naval Ordnance Station, Indianhead, 
Md., for the purpose of producing the 
SLUFAE. 

I have discussed this with the man
ager of the bill and find that they are 
prepared to accept it. 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes, Mr. President. 
Mr. YOUNG. I am fully in accord. It 

is a good amendment 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, there is 

a relatively small amount involved here 
for the importance of this matter. We 
have looked into it and are glad to rec
ommend that the Senate accept the Sen
ator's amendment. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All re
maining time being yielded back, the 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Texas. 

The amendment <UP No. 793) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the amend
ment was agreed to. 

Mr. STENNIS. I move to lay that mo
t:on on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, if the 
Chair will indulge me just a minute, 
please. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I would 
say to the Senator that I think that both 
of mv amendments have been adopted. 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes, that is correct. 
The Chair has ruled that they were 
adopted. 

Mr. PRYOR. I appreciate very much 
t~:.e cooperation of the distinguished 
chairman. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of 
a quoram. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will inquire, on whose time? 

Mr. PRYOR. I withdraw my request, 
Mr. President. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may we 
have the attention of the Senate? The 
Senator from New Jersey has an impor
tant matter to dispose of. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, in the 
report on page 19, it refers to the base 
realinement plan of March 29. The last 
sentence of that paragraph says that the 
committee recommends reduction of $5 
million from DOD base operating ex
penses and costs and encourages the 
Department to proceed in a deliberate 
manner with the announced base re
alinement decisions. 

Mr. President, the Fort Dix matter was 
part of that realinement decision of 

March 29. It has subsequently been re
moved from realinement status. I would 
l'.ke the chairman to confirm that the 
reduction of $5 million in operation and 
maintenance cost does not apply to Fort 
Dix and Fort Dix will not suffer that loss. 

Mr. STENNrn. Mr. President, this mat
ter has been checked out by our staff. The 
language in the report to which the Sen
ator from New Jersey refers reflects a 
$5 million reduction to encourage the 
Department of Defense to move expedi
tiously on its announced base realine
ment decisions in the interest of saving 
defense dollars. The reduction does not 
apply, however, to the phasedown of 
Fcrt Dix, in New Jersey, since that deci
sion has recently been changed by the 
Secretary of Defense. It is a clear-cut 
s:tuation and there is no doubt about the 
facts. 

Mr. President, we have other matters 
here. 

Mr. BRADLEY. I thank the ch-airman. 
AMENDMENT NO. 574 

(Purpose : To consolidate undergraduate 
helicopter pilot training) 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I call up 
mv amendment which is at the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Alabama. (Mr. HEFLIN) 

for himself and Mr. STEWART, proposes an 
amendment numbered 574. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may we 
hear the Senator from Alabama? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 2, line 11, strike out "$9,719,-

853,000" and insert in lieu thereof "$9,-
721,453,000". 

On page 2, line 20, strike out "$6,863,-
834,000" and insert in lieu thereof "$6,856,-
234,000". 

On page 3, line 3, strike out "$2,074,-
757,000" and insert in lieu thereof "$2,074,-
157,000". 

On page 7, line 10, strike out "$10,031,-
355,000" and insert in lieu thereof "$10,-
049,355,000". 

On page 7, line 21, strike out "$13,352,-
224,000" and insert in lieu thereof "$13,-
340 ,924 ,000". 

On page 15, line 18, strike out "$1,000,-
437,000" and insert in lieu thereof "$1,001,-
137,000". 

On page 58, strike out lines 3 through 6. 
Renumber sections 759 through 762 as sec

tions 758 through 761, respectively. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair must advise that the amendment 
amends two areas of the bill that have 
already been amended. Therefore, for 
the amendment to be in order it re
quires unanimous consent. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object, as I under
stand the situation, I do not object. Let 
us hear the Senator from Alabama. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? The Chair hears none. With
out objection, the Senator may proceed. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I ap
preciate the granting of the unanimous 
consent request. Being a freshman and 
knowing that a matter has come before 
the Senate before, I felt it encumbent 
upon me to look into the history of the 
matter pertaining to the undergraduate 
helicopter training program, which has 
been debated in this legislative Cham
ber on previous occasions. 

I found in regard to its legislative 
history, that the origin of the idea of 
consolidated undergraduate helicopter 
training lies with the legislative branch 
and not with the executive branch. 

In 1965, the GAO, which is an arm of 
the legislature, proposed the elimina
tion of costly fixed wing training for 
helicopter pilots. 

Then in 1970, the House Appropria
tions Committee asked the Air Force and 
the Navy, in cooperation with the Sec
retary of Defense to consider having the 
Army train all Department of Defense 
helicopter pilots. 

Then the DOD started studying this. 
The Defense Audit Service studied this. 
The Department of Defense on nu
merous occasions came forward and rec
ommended this change to bring about 
consolidated helicopter training. 

After the Department of Defense said, 
"We feel it will produce quality pilots 
for the Navy and the Marine Corps, and 
we feel it will save a tremendous amount 
of money." They then brought the GAO 
into it. 

The estimated savings have varied over 
the years from at least $63 million to 
around $200 million. Of course, the fig
ures have varied from time to time be
cause of different programs being eval
uated and different assumptions being 
made. At one time it was suggested that 
a base be closed. Therefore, figures were 
different then. 

The Department of Defense in the last 
few years has come to the conclusion 
that it would not be wise to close any 
bases, but that to consolidate the heli
copter training "NOuld be a sound move. 
The Air Force and the Army have been 
training toegther at Fort Rucker since 
aobut 1970. Since then, we find, that 
there has been an effort to bring about 
the consolidation of the Navy helicopter 
training prog~am with the Army and 
Air Force at Fort Rucker. 

The round figures, and the figures re
verified as recently as just a couple of 
weeks ago, show that the Department of 
Defense claim that consolidation will 
save $100 million. 

The GAO studied this proposed con
solidation, I believe in 1977, and con
cluded that the Department of Defense 
figures were accurate at that time, when 
it was thought it woul~ be about $100 
million. 

More recently, the matter of consoli
dation came before a Senate committee 
on June 28 of this year, at which time a 
great number of figures were brought in 
by people in the Navy, apparently sup
plied bv the Navy Training and Edu
cational Command at Pensacola. Wit
nesses came forth with figures saying 
there would not be that much savings. 
The GAO was represented at that hear-
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ing, and heard all of the arguments and 
obtained all the figures. After that, the 
GAO came forth with a report in the 
latter part of September of this year. 

GAO at that time said in effect, "We 
have not made an independent audit. We 
took the figures that the Navy supplied 
as to what the cost avoidance would be, 
and we took the figures by which the 
Army costs would be increased. We say 
the Army figures, at least, are valid." 

Those figures at that time showed $63.3 
million. 

The GAO-I think this is important
said in the September 1979 report, "You, 
Department of Defense, have not con
sidered all the savings. You can save an 
additional $29 million because of this 
consolidation in regard to unfunded re
tirement benefits because 1,500 military 
spaces will be saved," and this did not 
even consider the 250 civilian spaces that 
would be saved. 

After that, Congressman CHAPPELL, of 
Florida-who, of course, has a parochial 
interest as I have a parochial interest 
in regard to this-although I have asked 
all Members of the Senate to look at 
this on its merits, said he wanted 
to have some more figures. So the Navy 
went back to the Pensacola-based CNET, 
which is Naval Education and Training 
Command, and they said, "Give us some 
more figures." 

They came up with some more figures 
all right, and you are going to hear some 
new figures today, some new analysis in 
regard to this that was not considered by 
GAO in their September 1979 study. 

What did CNET do with those figures? 
Those figures were submitted to the Navy 
Comptroller and they were submitted to 
the DOD Comptroller. And the DOD, af
ter studying the new data and after hav
ing informal discussions with the GAO, 
released a letter on Nov~mber 7 in which 
Harold Brown, the Secretary of Defense, 
said that even after these new figures are 
considered and all of these other asser
tions that we have heard about, the new 
approaches, we are still convinced that 
it will save $100 million. 

<Mr. JOHNSTON assumed the chair.> 
Mr. HEFLIN. We are going to hear a 

lot about these new figures, but I want 
the Senate to realize that DOD's Comp
troller and the Navy Comptroller have 
studied these figures and say that they 
are convinced still, as of 2 weeks ago, that 
consolidation will still save $100 million. 
In the form of a letter, I was notified 'by 
Graham Claytor, former Secretary of the 
Navy, who strongly supports this-he is 
now Deputy Secretary of the Department 
of Defense-that they are convinced that 
it will save $100 million. 

So, when you hear the new figures, I 
think you have to realize that those have 
been studied and analyzed. When those 
new figures were authorized to be re
leased, the DOD Comptroller said, "You 
should release them with a caveat, that 
they are understated and, in effect, er
roneous." 

So when you hear a lot about new fig
ures, I hope you will bear this in mind. 

The Department of Defense has been 
trying for a long while to save this money. 
Deputy Secretary of Defense Graham 
Claytor, in a letter to me dated Septem
ber 26, 1979, said in part: 

As Secretary of the Navy, I personally 
visited both Fort Rucker and Whiting Field 
to observe the training in the two programs. 
I came away convinced that the quality of 
training in the consolidated program will be 
better than the Navy and Marine students 
now get in the separate Navy program. Ex
perienced Marine Corps helicopter pilots have 
also reviewed the two programs and have 
testified both two years ago and again this 
year the Army program is superior. 

I was c9nvinced as Secretary of the Navy 
and even more convinced as Deputy Secretary 
of Defense that the training needs of the 
Navy and Marine Corps student pilots will 
be fully met in the consolidated program. 
Moreover, the consolidated program will be 
less expensive than the two separate pro
grams. It will take advantage of economies 
of scale and the lower cost of contract serv
ices. We estimate that consolidation will save 
a.bout $100 million over the next five years, 
as well as over 1,500 military and 250 civilian 
manpower spaces. 

I think we ought to have to consider 
not just the dollars, but the fact of what 
savings of military manpower spaces will 
mean. These spaces can be made avail
able for other urgent needs in the mili
tarv. That, in my judgment, is an argu
ment that I think people should not 
forget. 

Secretary Claytor concluded: 
Putting it all together, we have here a 

proposal that will better provide training 
at substantially lower cost and the train
ing needs of each service will be fully met. 

Mr. President, I think most of us know 
that there is now a separate training 
program at Whiting Field near Pensa
cola, which trains Navy, Marine Corps, 
and Coast Guard students in fixed-wing 
aircraft and in helicopters, but its grad
uates are only helicopter qualified. Under 
the DOD proposal, the helicopter train
ing would be consolidated into a single 
helicopter program conducted by the 
Army at Fort Rucker. This program 
would consist of a common core curri
culum, which would also preserve serv
ice-unique segments so that the Navy, 
Marine Corps, and Coast Guard pilots 
would be fully trained in those types of 
missions that are unique to those serv
ices such as overwater and carrier 
operations. 

Existing service-unique, follow-on 
training after the basic undergraduate 
pilot training program would be con
tinued essentially as it is now so that 
when the pilots graduate the basic 
course, they would then go on to addi
tional advance training by each service. 

Mr. President, as I mentioned, the best 
estimates by the Department of Defense 
continue to indicate that the consolida
tion program will save the American tax
payers approximately $100 million over 
the next 5-year period. Over the years 
as this issue has been studied and re
studied the savings estimate has fluc
tuated within a relative'ly narrow range. 
As data is refined and as new assump
tions come into play the amount of sav
ings of course varies. Every study, how
ever, has always concluded that there 
would be a substantial savings to the 
American taxpayer. 

The only question is just how much 
savings would be realized. Estimates 
have run from as low as $63 million to as 
high as $200 million. The Department 
of Defense sticks by its estimate, which 

h'ls been verified by the Defense Audit 
Service, of $100 million. The General Ac
counting Office on two separate occasions 
has examined the DOD estimates and 
has essentially concurred in their find
ings. In a letter dated September 26, 
1979 addressed to the senior Senator 
from Alabama, the Honorable DoNALD 
STEW ART, the GAO stated: 

We believe that the Secretary of Defense's 
proposal to consolidate UHPT should result 
in significant savings. Based on the assump
tions under the May 1979 Army/ Navy joint 
memorandum of understanding to imple
ment consolidation, the estimated savings 
should "exceed $63.3 million over the next 5 
years. The advantages and disadvantages of 
consolidation have been aired in studies, in 
audits, and in hearings before members of 
the Congre&-. We believe that the prepon
derance of the evidence favors consolidating 
UHPT . . 

Thus, Mr. President, the independent 
audit arm of this Congress has in effect, 
verified once again the DOD estimates of 
a considerable ··amount of savings to the 
American taxpayer if this consolidation 
move is allowed to proceed as planned. 

The latest GAO study requires some 
explanation. The study was not actually 
a totally independent study of their own, 
but was an examination of the figures 

·and procedures submitted by the Navy 
and the Army. The Navy submitted esti
mated ·cost avoidance to consolidate 
UHPT. The Army gave its figures and 
breakdown as to the estimated incre
mental cost to train Navy pilots under 
UHPT. ··A comparison of these figures 
sh.ow at least $63.3 million in savings. 

GAO aSs'erts that DOD is not consid
ering all of the savings and suggested 
that there would be an additional sav
ings of $29 million over a 5-year period 
for nnfunded retirement costs and vet
erans benefits because of the saved mili
tary spaces-the 250 civilian spaces not 
inCitided. 

In addition to this, GAO obtained ad
missiohs from the Navy that its esti
mates of cost avoidance were too low 
and thus GAO makes the clear state
ment that amount of savings would ex
ceed the $63.3 million shown in this 
report. 

One thousand five hundred military 
spaces at $10,000 a year amounts to $15 
million per year and over a 5-year peri
od, amounts to $75 million. 

This issue is now in the 5th year of 
study. Each time it comes before Con
gress, Congressmen with paroohial inter
ests try to point out differences in the 
analysis and approach. Each time the 
Department of Defense goes back and re
studies it and has its Defense Audit Serv
ice study it. Then GAO studies it. Over 
the period of time, while figures may 
vary, the calculated savings may vary, 
but they come up to figures of between 
$90 and $140 million. 

A failure to pay attention to the DOD 
is to say the following: 

First. The DOD is not competent to 
calculate a savings move. 

Second. The GAO is incompetent. If 
so, then an investigation of GAO ought 
to be made. 

Before a Member votes against this 
amendment, I think he ought to have a 
reasonable answer to this question: Why 
does DOD, after two different Presiden-
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tial administrations and after 5 years of 
study, still insist on this consolida tiori? 
Clearly it is because it is in the best in
terests of the Nation and the services 
concerned, not just a matter of favoring 
one State or the other. 

Again, let me emphasize that nobody 
can now place an exact dollar amount 
because of the uncertainties of predict
ing what will happen in the future. Let 
me also emphasize that no responsible 
study has ever varied from the conclu
sion that the consolidation will achieve 
substantial savings and for want of a 
better estimate I think we can assume 
that the savings will be in the range of 
$100 million over the next 5 years. This 
is well documented and substantiated. 

Mr. President, I am a strong supporter 
of our men and women who serve in our 
Armed Forces. I believe that we must 
support our military personnel in every 
way possible. The facts are that the 
quality of training will actually be im
proved by the consolidation program. 
Just as Secretary Claytor has stated, the 
services will be providing better train
ing at a substantially lower cost. 

Mr. President, as I stated, it is well 
documented that the quality of training 
will actually improve after the con
solidation takes place. The consolidated 
program, as compared to the current 
Navy program will actually provide 
Navy and Marine Corps students with 
more flying hours, 195 for the new pro
gram against 191 for the existing pro
gram. Moreover, the consolidated pro
gram will provide these pilots almost 
twice as many helicopter flying hours, 
since under the existing Navy pro
gram about half the flying hours 
are provided in fixed wing aircraft. In 
addition, because of the unique way the 
Army trains at Fort Rucker, each stu
dent will have more total cockpit hours 
because the Army doubles up student 
time in its helicopters and its simulators 
so that the student will actually have 440 
hours cockpit time as opposed to 191 
hours under the current Navy program. 
The training facilities at Fort Rucker 
also provide 50 hours of training in a 
much higher quality helicopter simula
tor for instrument flight training and 
for simulating flying techniques which 
would be too dangerous to perform in 
the actual aircraft itself in flight. 

The consolidated program protects 
each service's requirements for giving 
its students service unique training. Of 
the 195 hours provided for under the 
consolidated programs, 50 hours will be 
set aside for Navy and Marine Corps 
service unique training which will be 
conducted by Navy and Marine Corps 
instructors. 

After graduation from the under
graduate program each service will pro
vide the same follow-on mission specific 
and aircraft specific training as they now 
provide. One perceived disadvantage to 
the program which is always drawn out 
by the opponents of this consolidation 
effort is that Navy and Marine Corps 
student pilots will get insumcient SRA 
oriented training. What I mean by that 
is insufficient instrument flying, carrier 
takeoffs and landings, and flight over 
water. 

Actually, Mr. President, the core cur-

riculum of the consolidated program will 
provide training which is pertinent to 
helicopter pilots in any environment. 
But, as mentioned, parent service in
structors will check the progress of their 
students. The 50 flying hours in service 
unique segments of the curriculum, 
which is approximately one-fourth of 
the course, will be used for the type of 
training the parent service believes its 
students need. Navy and Marine Corps 
students may, if their services elect, re
ceive additional instrument training. 
They can receive carrier landing and 
other maritime training at Pensacola 
which is only 1 hour away by helicop
ter from Fort Rucker so that more than 
sufficient time is set aside for these 
service unique missions. The maritime 
segment can be scheduled to coincide 
with required cross-country training 
fiigh ts to conserve time and fuel. 

I might add, Mr. President, that the 
current Navy program-and I think this 
is important--of training helicopter 
pilots includes less than 2 hours of car
rier and over water flight time. 

Under the proposed program, we would 
have 50 hours of service unique train
ing, which would allow the Marine Corps 
and the Navy to have anything they want 
to do in regard to marit1me flight train
ing, sea training, carrier training, or any 
Qther type of training. 

Fifty hours is set aside for the Navy to 
select, under this program, how they 
want Navy ·and Marine helicopter pi
lots to be trained. If they want 50 hours 
of over-the-sea flying, flying over de
stroyers, or landing on aircraft carriers, 
or the equivalent of aircraft carriers, 
they have got the right to do so. 

Moreover, often when the U.S.S. Lex
ington, presently based at Pensacola, is 
unavailable for these maritime training 
missions, on a great number of instances, 
and that is the only carrier they have, 
unless they go to Jacksonville, which is 
several hundred miles away, in order to 
land on a carrier, that portion of the 
flight training is waived from the exist
ing Navy program anyway. Thus, there 
will be absolutely no degradation in the 
special training needs of these Navy 
and Marine Corps pilots and, in fact. 
time is available for additional over water 
and carrier operations if the services 
deem it necessary. 

I also point out that Fort Rucker is 
only about 75 miles away from the Gulf 
of Mexico. 

Another argument which is sometimes 
postulated by the opponents of consoli
dation is that Navy and Marine Corps 
students trained at Fort Rucker will lack 
esprit de corps and identification with 
their parent services. Mr. President, in 
my judgment, this argument is spurious 
at best. It is not well taken. As a farmer 
marine I know that the espirt de corps 
of the Marine Corps is important and I 
certainly would not advocate any pro
gram which would damage or destroy the 
spirit of the Corps. Along these lines I 
would like to call my colleagues' atten-
tion to testimony .of Col. Walter Led
better, a Marine aviator who has com
manded five different Marine aviation 
squadrons, four of those helicopter 
squadrons. Colonel Ledbetter testified 

before the Senate Armed Services Com
mittee this past June. Colonel Ledbetter 
in his testimony stated in part: 

People have talked about the esprit de 
corps and how it would hurt your feelings 
to be trained by the Army. All Marine Corps 
Artillery Officers are now trained by the 
Army. All Marine Corps Tanker Officers are 
now trained by the Army, and I would defy 
you to go to a Marine Corps Artillery Offi
cer and tell him he is not a good Marine. 
He would punch you out. They are very 
proud of themselves, and they go to the 
classes with the direction, you are a Marine, 
you had better come out first, and they work 
at it. When we send people to Rucker, we are 
going to send them with the same charge; 
you go down there, learn, and come out 
first, and they are going to come out Ma
rines and they are going to come out first . 

I might add that Marine military po
lice personnel are also trained by the 
Army at the Army MP School at Fort 
McClellan, Ala. 

Colonel Ledbetter had some other 
interesting things to say in his testimony 
and I would just like to read brief ex
cerpts from it at this point. Colonel 
Ledbetter stated: 

I have made three trips to Fort Rucker 
and to Pensacola to compare the training. 
I was in charge of aviation studies and anal
ysis in headquarters, Marine Corps under 
General Miller. The training given at Fort 
Rucker is far superior to the training given 
at Pensacola. I will give you some exam
ples. Over water flight is one of the things 
which has been the hangup here. The over 
water syllabus at Pensacola is less than 2 
hours out of a 192 hour syllabus. The pro
posed 195-50 syllabus we would get at Fort 
Rucker with 50 hours of service training 
would give us more over water training if 
we wanted it. We can get anything in the 
50 hours we desire. The 195-50 syllabus at 
Fort Rucker gives us far more tactical train
ing, more instrument training, far more 
night training. It is superior in every way. 

Mr. Chairman, if there were no cost sav
ings, I would want to go to Fort Rucker. 
My only interest is getting the best trained 
helicopter pilots, because I am closer to 
leading them into combat than anyone in 
this room, by virtue of my low rank, and I 
want to go with the best trained man, and 
I can get him out of Fort Rucker now. 

Mr. President, in addition to that, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD at this time a letter ad
dressed to me from the U.S. Marine 
Corps, the Deputy Chief of Staff for 
Aviation, Gen. W. J. White. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
HEADQUARTERS U.S. MARINE CORPS, 

Washington, D .C., November 8, 1979 
Hon. HOWELL HEFLIN. 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR HEFLIN: In response to your 
request for my position on the proposed con
solidation of undergraduate helicopter pilot 
training, the following position statement 
both summarizes the Marine Corps position 
and sets forth my own thoughts on the issue. 

The Marine Corps fully supports consoli
dated undergraduate helicopter pilot train
ing at Fort Rucker. As Deputy Chief of 
Staff for Aviation, I believe that the provi
sions of the May 1979 Army / Navy Joint 
Memorandum of Understanding will provide 
the Marine Corps with a competently 
trained helicopter pilot. The consolidated 
training syllabus, when coupled with the 
provision for follow-on fixed-wing training 
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for those officers in a career status, will satis
fy future Marine Corps mission require
ments. 

"'C trust you will find the above statement 
responsive to your inquiry. 

Sincerely, 
W. J. WHITE, 

Lieutenant General, U.S. Marine Corps, 
Deputy Chief of Staff for Aviation. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I will 
read a portion of what he says in this 
letter: 

The Marine Corps fully supports consoli
dated undergraduate helicopter pilot train
ing at Fort Rucker. As Deputy Chief of Staff 
for Aviation, I believe that the provisions of 
the May 1979 Army / Navy Joint Memoran
dum of Understanding will provide the Ma
rine Corps with a competently trained heli
copter pilot. 

Mr. President, I want Senators to look 
at that language. He does not just say 
that the Marine Corps supports this 
move. 

He uses the language "the Marine 
Corps fully supports." 

He also states here that this is his po
sition. He starts off by saying this: 

In response to your requests for my posi
tion on the proposed consolidation of under
graduate helicopter pilot training, the fol
lowing position statement both summarizes 
the Marine Corps position and sets forth my 
own thoughts on the issue. 

This is the man in charge of the Ma
rine Corps aviation training. 

Mr. President, I also have a letter ad
dressed to me from the Commandant 
of the Marine Corps in which he uses 
the language that they "fully support" 
the consolidation program. 

The idea has been expressed that this 
is an idea of DOD and it is being forced 
on people. I merely want to show by these 
examples the choice of language used. 
when these marines say that they fully 
support it. 

The chief of Marine Corps aviation 
says he fully supports it. It is the posi
tion of the Marine Corps and his per
sonal position. 

Mr. President, the opponents of con
solidation sometimes offer other argu
ments against consolidation. For exam
ple, they argue that the consolidated 
program will consume more fuel than 
the program as it is currently structured. 
There is no doubt but that if you give a 
man 195 hours of training in helicopter 
operations, whereas he is now getting 
only 100 hours of helicopter operations, 
it is going to require some extra fuel. 
However, the GAO has determined that 
consolidating the pilot training would 
cause an increase in fuel use but only 
by about 3 million gallons over the 5-
year period f ram fiscal years 1980-84. 
The Department of Defense officials be
lieve that the additional hours will 
greatly enhance the effectiveness of 
training in rotary wing flight skills and 
thus prove cost effective. 

Moreover, opponents have questioned 
the v,alidity of the fuel price figures used 
in preparing the service's coot estimates. 
The GAO has found the cost of fuel 
increase is only $124,000, that even if we 
double or triple the prices used in 
making the savings estimates, this would 
decrease the savings only by $248,000 to 
$372,000 during the 5-year period. Thus, 

the fuel cost factor is really negligible 
when compared with the total estimated 
savings of $100 million. As the GAO 
states in its letter to Senator STEWART 
dated September 26, 1979, 

Neither the increased fuel use nor the 
effects of future fuel price increases should 
materially affect the overall estimated sav
ings from consolidated UHPT. 

Mr. President, I also called the atten
tion of the Senate to the fact that at 
this time, in the Navy, there is an in
ability to train its helicopter pilots. The 
GAO states that since fiscal year 1975, 
the Navy has trained 400 fewer helicop
ter pilots than programed because of 
shortage of instructor pilots and air
craft. 

In his letter Gen. Robert H. Barrow, 
Commandant of the Marine corps, says: 

The Marine Corps fully supports the pro
posal to consolidate helicopter t raining at 
Fort Rucker. The fiscal savings accruing to 
the Department of Defense appear signifi
cant. The proposed syllabus under the con
solidation program will satisfy Marine Corps 
helicopter pilot training requirements and 
is expected to provide a well trained basic 
helicopter pilot. This opinion is based pri
marily on the increased number of helicop
ter and simulator fiight hours received under 
t he consolidated training program. The pro
vision for follow-on fixed-wing training at 
the career decision point satisfies the re
maining Marine Corps objection to the con
solidation proposal. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have the letter printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
HEADQUARTERS U.S. MARINE CORPS, 
Washington, D.C., September 5, 1979. 

Hon. DONALD w. STEWART, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR STEWART: This is in reply 
to your letter of August 17 to Secretary Clay
tor regarding the proposed consolidation of 
undergraduate helicopter pilot training. I 
have been requested to provide, directly to 
you, the Marine Corps' position concerning 
this proposal. 

The Marine Corps fully supports the pro
posal to consolidate helicopter training at 
Fort Rucker. The fiscal savings accruing to 
the Department of Defense appear signifi
cant. The proposed syllabus under the con
solidation program will satisfy Marine Corps 
helicopter pilot training requirements and 
is expected to provide a well trained basic 
helicopter pilot. This opinion is based pri
marily on the increa5ed number of helicopter 
and simulator fiight hours received under 
the consolidated training program. The pro
vision for follow-on fixed-wing training at 
the career decision point satisfies the re
maining Marine Corps objection to the con
solidation proposal. 

The preceding supportive statements for 
consolidating undergraduate helicopter 
training do not mean the Marine Corps has 
been dissatisfied with the helicopter pilot 
trained by the Navy. Time and time again the 
Navy trained helicopter pilots have demon
strated their comp-etence; however, the an
nual/continuing nature of the helicopter 
consolidation proposal, with its attendant 
adverse impact on financial support, appears 
to be having a debilitating effect upon the 
training capability of the Navy. Any further 
postponement of a decision regarding con
solidation can only result in additional 
derogation of the training environment. In 

the event that consolidation is not approved, 
the Marine Corps would be pleased to remain 
with the Navy assuming budget restoration 
of training assets now held in abeyance 
awaiting a consolidation decision. 

I trust you find the above responsive to 
your inquiry. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT H . BARROW, 

General, U .S. Marine Corps, 
Commandant of the Marine Corps. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I also ask 
unanimous consent to have the following 
items printed in the RECORD: A letter 
dated September 26, 1979, addressed to 
me from the Honorable W. Graham 
Claytor, Deputy Secretary of Defense; a 
letter dated September 26, 1979, ad
dressed to Hon. DONALD STEWART, U.S. 
Senate, from the Comptroller General of 
the United States; a letter dated Septem
ber 26, 1979, addressed to Hon. Harold 
Brown, Secretary of Defense, from H. L. 
Krieger, Director of Federal Personnel 
and Compensation Division, General Ac
counting Office, Washington, D.C., and 
a letter dated November 7, 1979, from 
Senator BARRY GOLDWATER. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, D.C., September 26, 1979. 

Hon. HOWELL HEFLIN, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR HEFLIN: I am writing to 
provide you with a summary of the advan
tages, both in terms of effectiveness and 
economy, of the consolidation of all Defense 
undergraduate helicopter pilot training 
(UHPT) into a single program under the 
Army at Fort Rucker, Alabama, as proposed 
by the Department of Defense. The consoli
dated program, in which all fiight training 
will be in helicopters, will replace the sep
arate programs now operated by the Navy 
at Whiting Field near Pensacola, in which 
part of the training is in fixed-wing aircraft. 

As Secretary. of the Navy, I personally visit
ed both'-Fort Rucker and Whiting Field to 
observe the training in the two programs. I 
came away convinced that the quality of 
training in the consolidated program will be 
bet ter than the training Navy· and Marine 
students now get in the separate Navy pro
gram. Experienced Marine Corps helicopter 
pilots have also reviewed the two programs 
and have testified both two years ago and 
again this year that the Army program is 
superior. I particularly call your attention to 
t he testimony of Col. Walter Ledbetter, 
USMC, before the Senate Armed Services 
committee on June 28, 1979 (copy attached). 
Their views are backed up by some specific 
advantages of the consolidated program for 
Navy and Marine Corps students: 

It will provide more total fiying hours than 
the Navy program (195 instead of 191). 

Navy and Marine Corps studen~s will get 
almost twice as many helicopter fiying hours 
( 195 instead of 100). 

The modern helicopter simulators at Fort 
Rucker provide much better instrument 
training than the less capable cockpit pro
cedures trainers used by the Navy. 

I am satisfied that it will take several years 
and substantial additional expenditures to 
modernize the facilities at Pensacola so as to 
enable the quality of the training there even 
to approach that now available at Ft. Rucker. 

One of my major criteria for the consoli
dated program is that it must meet the par
ticular training needs of each of the four 
Services. I am satisfied that it will. The con
solidated course will be in two parts: a com
mon core curriculum teaching skills needed 
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by all military helicopter pilots, and a final 
segment for training in skills which are pe
culiar to each Service. This latter course seg
ment will be designed by the parent Service 
and taught by parent Service instructors. 
This Service-unique segment for Navy and 
Marine students was designed and approved 
by the Nia.vy and Marine Corps and will be 
composed of 50 flying hours and 10 simulator 
hours, or about one-quarter of the total 
course. Advanced training will be given, as it 
is now, by each Service after graduation from 
UHPT. 

Given these facts, I was convinced as Sec
retary of the Navy and even more convinced 
as Deputy Secretary of Defense that the 
training needs of Navy and Marine Corps 
student pilots will be fully met in the con
solidated program. Moreover, the consoli
dated program will be less expensive than the 
two separate programs. It will take advan
tage of economies of scale and the lower costs 
of contra.ct services. We estimate that con
solidation will save about $100 million over 
the next five years, as well as over 1,500 mili
tary and 250 civilian manpower spaces. The 
General Account ing Oflce reviewed the cal
culation of savings two years ago and agreed 
that they were valid and even understated. 
The Defense Audit Service, in an independ
ent audit , has also recently verified the sav
ings estimate (copy attached). I understand 
that GAO has also very recently completed 
another review of the savings calculation. 
Although we do not yet have access to the 
findings of this latest review, we are con
fident that they wm a.gain confirm that the 
consolidation will achieve significant sav
ings. 

Putting it all together, we have here a pro
posal that will provide bet ter training at sub
stantially lower cost. The training needs of 
each Service wm be fully met. It is not often 
that we are confronted wit h a proposal that 
combines improved milit ary effectiveness 
with economy in the way that this one does. 
I know that we can count on your support 
on this issue in the Congress, and: I urge you 
to help actively in the effort to get it ap
proved . I want to add that this is not a first 
step toward an effort to consolidate fixed 
wing fiifl;ht training. Secretary Brown and I 
are unalterably opposed to this for a variety 
of reasons, and we have made this clear on a 
number of occasions. 

Sincerely, 
W. GRAHAM CLAYTOR. 

LETTER OF SEPTEMBER 26, 1979 
Secretary CLAYTOR. Mr. Chairman, Colonel 

Ledbetter, whom I mentioned before, who 
has been commanding omcer of five different 
squadrons, is a graduate from Pensacola and 
a helicopter pilot. He does have some views 
about this on the basis of his experience. 
I would like him to have that opportunity. 

Senator NUNN. Colonel, do you want to 
address this? 

Colonel LEDBETTER. As the Secretary said, 
I have been in command of five different 
squadrons, four of them helicopter squad
rons. I have commanded a helicopter aircraft 
group. I am fixed and rotary wing qualified, 
and qualified in every rotary wing aircraft 
inventoried in the Marine Corps and in a 
number of the fixed wing aircraft I am 
qualified. 

I am in total disagreement with Mr. 
Mealy. I have made three trips to Fort Rucker 
and to Pensacola to compare the training. I 
was in charge of aviation studies and anal
ysis in Headquarters, Marine Corps, under 
General Miller. I was sent down to Rucker 
and to Pensacola to compare the training in 
1977. I went with four other Marine Colonels. 
One was strictly a. fixed wing pilot. The otb er 
four of us were both rotary and fixed wing 
qualified. Two were commanding omcers of 
air groups. One worked at program analysis 
at the second level. We all five concurred that 

the training at Fort Rucker was far superior 
to the training we get· in Pensacola. I just 
went down to Pensacola, Corpus Christi, and 
Fort Rucker in March .to look again. I still 
agree with what I wrote in 1977. The training 
given at Fort Rucker is far superior to the 
training given at Pensacola. 

I will give you some examples. Over-water 
flight is one of the things which has been a 
hang-up here. The over-water syllabus at 
Pensacola is less than two hours out of a 
192-hour syllabus. The proposed 195-50 syl
labus we would get at Fort Rucker with 50 
hours of service-peculiar training would give 
us more over-water training if we wanted it. 
We can get anything in that 50 hours we 
desire. The 195-50 syllabus at Fort Rucker 
gives us far more tactical training, far more 
instrument training, far more night train
ing. It is superior in every way. There is no 
need to start flying, to learn to fly a helicopter 
by learning to fly a fixed wing. It is like 
learning to drive a oar and learning to .ride a 
bicycle. They are different. They fly differ
ently. 

Some of the instrument time is transferra
ble, but not nearly all of it is. If I had my 
way, I would train all helicopter pilots to fly 
helicopters, and then at a career decision 
point I would take some who decided and 
transfer them to fixed wing aircrafts. I have 
flown instruments in both aircrafts. It ls 
much more dlflcult to fly instruments in a 
helicopter in turbulence than it is to fly a 
fixed wing aircraft. I have a lot of experience 
in both of them. I am extremely impressed 
with what they train at Fort Rucker. They 
teach virtually no tactics now at Pensacola, 
and a great emphasis on tactics at Fort 
Rucker. 

Fort Rucker only teaches rotary wing 
tralilJing. The Navy's primary emphasis is on 
fixed wing training. There.fore, they do not 
give us a very good helicopter program. Now, 
when I went through, the Marine Corps, be
fore it looked, has always be.en satisfied with 
our product, but it is like eating pea.nut but
ter. When I was a little boy I ate pea.nut 
butter and the grease floated to the top a.ud 
I was satisfied with it, but as soon as they 
gave me Peter Pan Peanut Butter, I wasn't 
satisfied with the old kind any more. I wenit 
down and looked at the new kind, and I 
would rather go to Fort Rucker, and any 
Marine helicopter pilot you talk to would 
rather go to Fort Rucker. 

Senator NUNN. senator Chiles, Mr. Mealy 
has testified here that fixed wing has some 
definite ad.vantages, and· if the costs were 
equal, ln other words, if there were no cost 
savings, he thinks it would be better to keep 
it in Pensacola, because the Navy has unique 
or better training there. Colonel Ledbetter 
has testified-he didn't hear all of it, but 
basically he testified that he thinks the traln
in-.: at Fort Rucker ls far superior. I assume, 
Colonel, that even if cost savings were zero, 
you would be in favor of the consolidation. 
Is that right? 

Colonel LEDBETTER. Mr. Chairman, if there 
were no cost savings, I would warut to go to 
Fort Rucker. My only interest ls getting the 
best trained helicopter pilots, because I am 
closer to leading them into combat than any
one in this room., by virtue of my low rank, 
and I want to go with the best trained ma.n, 
and I can get him out of Fort Rucker now. 

Senator NUNN. Supnose at Pensacola they 
had the assets that had boon requested by 
the Navy. Would that affect the analysis? 

Colonel LEDBETTER. The assets which have 
been requested are the computer with the 
four simulator cockpits. It ls in a ware
house there. The 'four cockpits would not be 
sufficient to give the same amount of simula
tor time to the Navy pilots who were in 
operation at Pensacola., as t he six computers 
with 24 cockpits can give in Fort Rucker. we 
would have to have more · computers and 
more simulators in order to get the 50 hours 
that are going to be given at Fort Rucker, 

and it is very desirous we have that much 
simulation. 

You can simulate in that cockpit far more 
things than you can ever do in an airplane. 
I was flying in March at Fort Rucker and 
they gave me an engdne flame-out and a 
tall rotary failure and nearly scared me to 
death. I couldn't have -survived it in an air
plane, but I got to pra_ctice it in Fort Rucker, 
and we can ~actlce every emergency that 
can be gdven in an airplane plus all of the 
instrument flying that you need. It is a fan
tastic facility , and a very well thought out 
and designed training program. 

I will make one other comment. The first 
time I went to Fort Rucker to look was in 
1976, and I went with an extreme bias agalinst 
the Army, thinking that the Marine Corps 
program was always going to be better and 
always had been better and always would 
be better, and it was hard on me to go down 
and look at a thing that well organized, and 
it hurt my feelings. 

(General laughter.) 
Colonel LEDBETTER. Since then, I have 

been fighting to get a better program for 
what we have, wherever i:l. t is, and I think the 
more helicopter flight planning you get, the 
better helicopter pilot you are, and one 
other thing. The 195-50 syllabus does not 
give just 195 hours. The Army ha~ a unique 
thing we should have adopted a long time 
ago. Every time an instructor gets in th~t 
alirplane, he takes two students with him, 
and one student files and the other sits in 
the jumpseat observing, so when he finishes 
they don't do it in the T-55, but once they 
get to the Huey they do. They can get 340 
hours in the air either observing or flying, 
and every time he gets in that simulator, 
two students get in there, and they either 
fly or observe, so that 50 hours of flight time 
in the simulator, they end up with 100 hours, 
so they end up flight school in 39 weeks with 
440 hours of either direct fldght time or simu
lated flight time. 

There ls no way we can do that in the 
Navy, because 92 hours are in a fixed wing 
aircraft, and you can't get any more people 
in it. Even if we doubled up with the Hughi:l.e 
time, the most we could get out of a flight 
school is something like 252 hours, and it 
takes longer in the Navy than it does lin the 
Army. The Army does it in their schedule 
time. We are running now a little over a year. 
There ls a lot of difference between 440 hours 
in 39 weeks and 192 hours dn 52 weeks. We 
have a cram course that jams that into his 
head, and a lot of air sense. It is a beautiful 
setup and a darn good program, and I would 
like to see us get into it. 

Senator NUNN. Are you saying if Senator 
Chi:l.les and I ride in a helicopter, we ought 
to ask for an Army pilot? 

Colonel LEDBETTER. No, sir. I think I am one 
of the best helicopter pilots in the world, 
and so are most of the Marines that we have, 
because we take them when they are finish
ing the program and run them through our 
advanced program. I had a training squad
ron in New River and we got students from 
both sides in 1968, and after a four-month 
program, and we had them, I couldn't tell 
the difference between those two. In those 
days the Army didn't have a very good instru
ment program. They didn't have the simula
tors. They do now, so when we got them from 
the Army in 1968, they knew more about 
tactics, they knew less about instrument 
flying. When we got them from Pensacola, 
they knew nothing about tactics and a lot 
more about instrument flying. We had to 
devise a different program in the advanced 
squadron to bring them both equal, but 
after a four-month period they were both 
equal. 

One other thing to comment on. People 
have talked about the esprit de corps and 
how it would hurt your feelings to be trained 
by the Army. All Marine Corps artillery of
ficers are now trained by the Army. All Marine 
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Corps tanker officers are now trained by the 
_4rmy, and I would defy you to go to a Marine 
Corps artillery officer and tell him he is not 
a good Marine. He would punch you out. 

(General laugb,ter.) 
Colonel LEDBETTER. The same thing. They 

are very proud of themselves, and they go to 
the classes with the direction; you are a 
Marine, you had better come out to first, and 
they work at it. When we send people to 
Rucker, we are going to send them with the 
"lame charge: you go down there, learn, and 
come out first, and they are going to come 
out Marines and they are going to come out 
first. 

COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE 
UNITED STATES, 

Washington, D.C., September 26, 1979. 
Hon. DONALD w. STEWART, 
U.S. Senate. 

DEAR SENATOR STEWART: In accordance 
with your written request, dated September 
25, 1979, we are providing you the informa
tion developed during our recent review of 
the proposed consolidation of undergraduate 
helicopter pilot training at Fort Rucker, 
Alabama. 

PROPOSED CONSOLIDATION 
There are now two UHPT programs: 
An Army program at Fort Rucker, Alabama, 

which trains Army and Air Force students 
and which uses an all rotary-wing syllabus. 

A Navy program at Whiting Field near Pen
sacola, Florida, which trains Navy, Marine 
Corps, and Coast Guard students and which 
uses a combination fixed-wing/rotary-wing 
syllabus. 

DOD proposes to consolidate these two pro
grams into an all rotary-wing program at 
Fort Rucker, Alabama. This training would 
consist of a common core curriculum sup
plemented by service-unique segments. Ex
isting service-unique follow-on training for 
UHPT graduates would remain essentially the 
same. 

DOD forecasts approximately $100 million 
in savings over the next 5 years and believes 
a consolidated program will offer training ·as 
good as or better than that Navy's students 
now receive. 

The proposal is necessarily predicated on 
future events and involves variables asso
ciated with the assumptions chosen. There
fore, we must emphasize that we are dealing 
with estimates and that true economies de
pend upon actual operation of a consolidated 
program. What we have done in our review 
is to test the validity of the cost estimates 
and related savings. 

Our findings on issues related to this pro
posal are discussed below. 

COST COMPARISONS/SAVINGS 
Cost comparisons have consistently shown 

that consolidation of training fac111ties fat 
helicopter pilots can reduce training costs 
and result in significant savings. DOD's offi
cial position is that the difference between 
Navy cost avoidance of $233.5 m11lion and 
increased Army costs of $135.8 million-$97.7 
m1llion-constitutes forecasted savings over 
a 5-year period. These figures are based on the 
Secretary's April 1977 study adjusted to re
flect Defense Audit Service findings on March 
1978 and subsequent program implementa
tion slippages. GAO, which had recommend
ed consolidation as early as May 1974, re
viewed the Secretary's 1977 study and re
ported in May 1977 that forecasted savings 
appeared conservative. 

In this current effort to test the validity of 
forecasted savings, we reviewed the services' 
most recent cost estimates, which were pre
pared under assumptions in the May 1979 
Army/Navy joint memorandum of under
standing to implement consolidation.1 These 
estimates show total costs and related sav
ings for fiscal years 1980-84 as follows: 
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Navy's estimated cost avoidance 

Unaudited 
(millions) 

to give up UHPT _________________ $266. 6 
Army's estimated incremental cost 

to train Navy requirements_______ 203. 3 

Savings --------------------- 63.3 
We found that increases were necessary in 

both estimates. The required increase in the 
Army's incremental cost estimate is about 
$17 million, of which $12 mlllion is due to 
changing its fiscal year 1979 dollar base to 
a fiscal year 1980 dollar base. The increase 
to the Navy's cost avoidance estimate can
not be accurately determined at this time 
on the basis of data provided by the Navy. 
Officials from the Department of the Navy 
agree that its estimate needs revision and 
are preparing a revised estimate. Nonethe
less, the overall Navy adjustments needed 
should exceed the $17 mil11on adjustment 
made to the Army's estimate. Thus, the 
amount of savings should exceed the $63.3 
million shown above.2 

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS THAT COULD AFFECT 

SAVINGS 
During the debate over savings from con

solidation, questions have arisen about the 
impact of certain other factors on forecasted 
savings. We assessed the impact of some of 
the more important of these on forecasted 
savings, and our conclusions are as follows. 

FUEL CONSUMPTION AND PRICES 
Consolidating UHPT would cause an in

crease in fuel use but only by about 3 mil
lion gallons over the 5-year period from fis
cal years 1980 through 1984. Increased fuel 
consumption under a consolidated program 
is primarily due to additional flying time for 
Navy's students in advanced rotary-wing air
craft. They are expected to get about 145 
syllabus hours instead of some 65 hours 
they now receive. DOQ officials believe the 
additional hours will greatly enhance the 
effectiveness of training in rotary-wing flight 
sk1lls and thus prove cost effective. 

In June 1979 hearings before the Senate 
Subcommittee on Manpower and Personnel, 
Committee on Armed Services, the Chair
man questioned the validity of fuel price 
figures used in the services' cost estimates. 
The DOD-approved prices for costing pur
poses, as used in the estimates, are about 
$0.45/ gallon for jet propulsion fuel and 
about $0.63/ gallon for aviation gas The rate 
of fuel price increases over the next 5 years 
is of course open to speculation. However, a 
doubling or tripling of the above prices at 
the beginning of fiscal year 1980 would de
crease savings by $0.2 million or $0.4 mil
lion, respectively, during the 5-year period. 
(See enc. I for further details on fuel use 
and costs.) 

Neither the increased fuel use nor the 
e'.'fects of future fuel price increases should 
materially affeot the overrull estimated sav
ings from consolidating UHPT. Moreover, 
the Secreta.ry's proposa.J. does not consider 
alternatives that could conserve DOD's use 
of fuel , alternatives which deserve attention 
regardless of UHPT consolidation. These in
clude, for example, reducing actual flight 
time through more simulated training ex
ercises; increase1 flight time in more fuel
cost-e~ective aircraft, with a proportionate 
reduction In the less fuel-cost-effective air-

1 The Secretary has not yet approved the 
plan; but the services have projected a 
significant increase in pilot needs, thus driv
ing up projected cost estimates. 

2 As of the date of this report, the ad
justments to the Navy's cost data had not 
been completed. We continue to believe that 
the net effect of the adjustments should 
result in net 5-year savings from UHPT 
consolidation of more than $63.3 million. 

craft, and/or cutting back on mission-spe
cific follow-on training. 
RETmEMENT COSTS AND VETERANS' BENEFITS 
UHPT consolidation will also allow DOD 

to reduce both military Mld civilian man
power. Forecasted savings, therefore, w111 in
crease due to reduced retiremenrt; costs and 
veterans' benefits. We did not estimate the 
a.mount of savings based on the projected 
manpower reducttons under the May 1979 
implementation plan. In May 1977, however, 
GAO reported that the Secretary's proposal 
did not recognize these savings and estl
mated that the present value of the un
funded retirement costs for m111tary spaces 
alone was $29 m11lion over the 5-year period 
under analysis. Savings due to reduced fu
ture retirement costs and veterans' benefits 
are both legitimate and significant and 
should be included in total savings. 

ADDITIONAL FACTORS 
Two other factors will affect projected 

savings: 
DOD, in reaJigning its activities, must help 

alleviate the economic and social impact of 
realignment on the affected region. In May 
1977, DOD's Office of Economic Adjustment 
assessed the economic Impact of realignment 
on the Pensa.cola area and concluded that 
the region had strong economic growth a.nd 
adjustment potential. It estimated costs as
sociated with the economic Impact of oon
solidation at a.pproximately $2.6 million. 
These costs wm reduce forecasted savings. 

DOD now has 36 rotary-wing TH-57 air
craft committed to primary helicopter pilot 
training for Navy students. A consolidated 
program wm free these assets for sale or use 
elsewhere in the Government. Since they are 
unique to Navy's UHPT, DOD plans to sell the 
aircraft. Sale to the public will increase fore
casted savings. 

TRAINING WITHIN THE SERVICES' UNIQUE 
ENVffiONMENTS 

The syllabus approved by the Secretary in 
June 1977 wm provide Navy students with 
training for the Navy-unique environment. 
It consists o{ a common core of 145 flight 
hours and 40 hours of simulator time for all 
DOD students, plus an additional 50 hours 
of flight time and· 10 hou:r:s of simulator 
time for Na:vy's stud.ents. This "unique" por
tion of the syllabus, taught by Navy instruc
tors, is designed t"o provide students with the 
knowledge, sk11ls, and techniques necessary 
to operate a helicopter in the Navy's environ
ment. Navy officials, including those respon
sible for flight training, believe that this syl
labus w111 produce quality pilots. For ex
ample, the Secretary of the Navy, testifying 
in June 1979 before the Senate Subcommit
tee on Manpower and Personnel, Committee 
on Armed Services, stated that a consolidated 
program would provide significantly more 
effective helicopter pilot training to Navy's 
students. 
SURGE POTENTIAL OF THE ONE-SITE TRAINING 

PROGRAM 
Fort Rucker, DOD's proposed site for con

solidated trai:ning, appears adequate to ac
commodate anticipated pilot training loads 
over the next 5 years. Estimated annual out
put capacity at the site ls, peacetime, be
tween 2400 and 2600 pilots and, mobilization, 
about 4500 pilots. Projected service require
ment for helicopter pilots in fl.sea.I year 1984, 
including foreign students, is 2482. DOD's 
need for pilots, which is subject to review 
and amendment during annual· planning, 
programing, and budgeting cycles, would be 
affected by an emergency situation such as 
war. Should such a situation arise and re
quire more pilots over a sustained period 
than any one site can handle, ex.pansion of 
some training functions to other locations 
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would be necessary, a.s wa.s the case during 
the Vietnam surge. 

OTHER ISSUES 
In reviewing Army's cost estimate we de

termined whether costs associated with other 
factors were included, as appropriate, to sup
port consolidated training a.nd found that: 

Existing flying facilities will be used for 
consolidated training, so that no funds a.re 
required for opening additional facilities. 

Additional helicopters required will not be 
procured but obtained through use of exist
ing DOD assets. Army's cost estimate in
cluded $1.5 million for returning to flyable 
status 40 rotary-wing primary trainers in 
storage at the Military Aircraft Storage and 
Disposition Center, Da.vis-Montha.n Air Force 
Base, Arizona. We visited Davis-Monthan; ex
amined the aircraft and inventory records; 
a.nd found, as the Army claimed, that the 
helicopters have not been cannibalized and 
ca.n be brought back to a. flyable status 
within the estimated cost range. 

Existing facilities , both on and off base, 
appear capable of supporting projected in
creases in personnel; therefore, no new con
struction is planned. In April 1979, Navy 
officials examined facilities at Fort Rucker 
and surrounding communities and concluded 
that housing and support facilities were 
adequate to handle additional requirements 
and would not degrade quality of life for 
Navy personnel. Army officials consider it 
unlikely that consolidation will displace a 
significant number CY! military personnel liv
ing on base. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
We believe that the Secretary of Defense's 

proposal to consolidate UHPT should result 
in significant savings. Based on the assump
tions under the May 1979 Army/ Navy joint 
memorandum of understanding to imple
ment consolidation, the estimated savings 
should exceed $63 .3 mlllion over the next 5 
years. The advantages and disadvantages of 
consolidation have been aired in studies, in 
audits, a.nd in hearings before members of 
the Congress. We believe that the prepon
derance of the evidence favors consolidating 
UHPT. 

Estimated savings depend upon assump
tions used and timing of implementation 
and could vary. True economies cannot be 
precisely determined without actually 
ouerating a consolidated program. To verify 
the forecasted savings and to facilitate 
proper management of implementation, we 
recommend that the Secretary of Defense: 
establish a mechanism that accounts for the 
costs, tracks the milestones for implementa
tion, and records the savings associated with 
consolidation; and report back to the Con
gress at appropriate int ervals concerning the 
progress of implementation, related costs, 
and savings. 

SCOPE OF REVIEW 
To obtain the information, we reviewed 

Army and Navy cost estimates, as well as 
estimates of related savings from consolida
tion; and we analyzed documentation relat
in~ training within the services' unique en
vironments. We also observed and inspected 
facilities and equipment the Army has iden
tified for use in support CY! consolidated 
training. 

In addition, we discussed the issues with 
key officials from the Office of the Secretary 
of Defense, the Department of the Army, 
a.nd the Deoa.rtment of the Navy. 

Sincerely yours, 

Enclosure. 

RUSSELL B. STAATS, 
Comptroller General 

of the United States . 

POSSIBLE EFFECT OF INCREASED FUEL CONSUMPTION 
AND PRICES ON ESTIMATED SAVINGS FROM CONSOLI
DATION 

Gallons consumed 
under consol i-

Gallons required (fiscal years 1980-84) 

Aviation Jet pro-
gas pulsion fuel Total 

dation __ __ ___ ___ _ 9, 867, 252 127, 211, 098 137, 078, 35 
Cost per gallon_ ____ $0. 63 $0. 45 ------ - - -- --

Total. _______ $6, 216, 368 $57, 244, 994 $63, 461, 362 

Gallons consumed 
if UHPT is not 
consol idated_ ___ _ 16, 641, 797 117, 450, 738 134, 092, 535 

Cost per gallon ___ __ $0. 63 $0. 45 - ---- ---- - - -

Total__ _____ _ $10, 484, 332 $52, 852, 832 $63, 337, 164 

Difference in gal-
lons consumed__ _ (6, 774, 545) 9, 760, 360 2, 985, 815 

Cost per gallon_ ___ _ $0. 63 $0. 45 ____ ____ ___ _ 
Tota l__ ___ __ _ ($4, 267, 963) $4, 392, 162 1$124,199 

Cost per gallon 
(doubled)___ ____ __ ____ ________________ ___ __ $248, 379 

Cost per gallon 
(tripled) _________ __ ________ -- -- -- - --- -_ ____ $372, 598 

1 Comparison is based on fuel consumption for the total DOD 
UHPT program. A similar comparison, i.e., fuel consumption 
for Navy's separate program with the incremental fuel con
sumption for Army to train Navy's helicopter pilots, would yield 
the same differential in gallons consumed and costs. This 
difference in fuel use and cost has been considered in the current 
cost estimates. 

U.S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE, 
Washi ngton, D.C., September 26, 1979. 

Hon. HAROLD BROWN' 
Secretary of Defense. 

DEAR MR . SECRETARY: As you know, the 
General Accounting Office has been asked to 
review your proposal to consolidate under
graduate helicopter pilot training at Fort 
Rucker, Alabama, and consideration of your 
proposal is still before Congress. We are en
closing a copy of our report to Senator Stew
art on your proposal. This report contains 
re:::ommendations to you on page 6, if con
solidation occurs. 

In addition to the recommendations, we 
believe several other matters deserve your 
immediate attention: 

On pages 2 and 3, we discuss savings possi
ble if undergraduate helicopter pilot train
ing (UHPT) is consolidated. However, De
fense has not finalized its review of the serv
ices' cost estimates and related savings. Be
cause this is important to congressional dis
cussion on consolidation, we suggest that 
Defense, as expeditiously as possible, finalize 
its review of the services' cost estimates and 
related savings. 

On page 3, we discuss the impact of in
creased fuel consumption under consolida
tion . Fuel conservation is an important mat
ter; and fuel-saving measures should be of 
concern to all the services, regardless of 
UHPT consolidation. We, therefore, suggest 
that Defense , in its continuing review of the 
UHPT, identify measures that could save 
fuel. 

A matter not addressed in this report, but 
related to consolidation, is the Department 
of the Navy's shortfall in numbers of heli
copter pilots it trained in recent years and 
its ability to meet its pilot needs in future 
years. Since fiscal year 1975, the Navy has 
trained 400 fewer helicopter pilots than pro
gramed because of a shortage of instructor 
pilots and aircraft. Defense should immedi
ately assess whether the Navy, using its re
sources, can meet its pilot training needs in 
the near future. If not, Defense should in
form the Congress of this fact so that it 
can be a part of the current discussion over 
consolidation. 

If consolidation of undergraduate helicop
ter pilot training does not materialize, the 

Navy's ability to meet its pilot training loadi: 
(for both the Marine Corps and the Navy) 
becomes more important, especially in view 
of the Navy's proposed increases in pilot 
training loads over the next few years and 
the lead time needed by the Navy to obtain 
the aircraft and other capability (e.g., air, 
craft maintenance) to support an increased 
training load. Under these circumstances, 
Defense must seriously examine alternatives 
to reduce the potential shortfalls. One alter
native could be to assign certain Marine 
Corps or Navy training loads to the Army, 
which appears to have the capacity, includ
ing the necessary aircraft to assume this ad
ditional load. This action could also make 
available resources to help the Navy reduce 
some of -its fixed wing training shortfalls 
which have existed during the same period. 

Sincerely yours, 
H. L . KRIEGER, 

Director. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I also have 
a letter dated October 5, 1979, addressed 
to Hon. DONALD STEWART, U.S. Sen
ate, from Harold Brown, the Secretary 
of Defense. This is after all the new fig
ures and everything else. He says: 

The Department of Defense continues to 
estimate 5-year savings of some $100 million 
or more. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the 
letter printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, D.C., October 5, 1979. 

Hon. DONALD w. STEWART, 
U .S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR STEWART : You have asked for 
my views on the consolidation of Defense Un
dergraduate Helicopter Pilot Training 
(UHPT) in an all-helicopter program at Fort 
Rucker, Alabama, as proposed in the Presi
dent's Budget for 1980. The House has now 
voted against this consolidation. Neverthe
less, I continue to support this proposal 
strongly. 

It is clear to me that this proposed con
solidation would provide a markedly more 
effective UHPT program than Navy and Ma
rine Corps students now enjoy. And the pro
posal would provide for more economical 
UHPT than the Navy now is able to conduct. 
The Department of Defense continues to es
timate five-year savings of some $100 million 
or more. 

I understand that some senators have 
voiced fears that this might be a first step 
toward eventual consolidation of Air Force 
~nd Navy fixed-wing fighter/attack pilot 
training. I can assure you that these fears 
are groundless. This fixed-wing training in
volves consideration such as air space utili
zation which make consolidation impractical. 

I deem it very important that UHPT con
solidation be implemented without further 
delay. I strongly urge that the Congress sup
port this proposal which promises significant 
improvements in training effectiveness and 
economy. I appreciate your active backing of 
our proposal. 

Sincerely, 
HAROLD BROWN. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, in regard 
to these new figures and statistics that 
came out of the Pensacola based CNET, 
I have a memorandwn addressed to the 
Assistant Secretary of the Navy from 
John R. Quetsch, the principal Deputy 
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Assistant Secretary of Defense, in regard 
to these figures being released. 

It seems that Representative CHAP
PELL, of Ocala, Fla., heard about these 
figures and wanted them. The DOD 
comptroller says in this memorandum 
authorizing release: 

We have no objection to your releasing the 
Navy data to Mr. Stout. 

Mr. Stout was the administrative aide 
to Representative CHAPPELL. I continue 
reading: 

However, we feel the observations in At
tachment B to your memorandum should 
be clarified for Mr. Stout, namely, that the 
data provided in CNET understates Navy 
costs to produce helicopter pilots without 
consolidation; that Navy, at considerable 
delay in planned Navy pilot output, both 
jet and helicopter, would have to seek au
thorization and appropriations to procure 
additional aircraft in order to do the job 
in-house; and that consolidation will over
come a continuing 15-20 percent shortfall 
in Navy pilot production. 

The letter is dated October 17, 1979, 
and I ask unanimous consent to have it 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

. 0cTOBER 17, 1979. 
Memorandum for Assistant Secretary of the 

Navy (FM). 
Subject: Undergraduate helicopter pilot 

training. 
This is in response to your memorandum 

of September 18, 1979, enclosing costing data 
for M'r. Ed Stout relative to consolidation of 
undergraduate helicopter pilot training. 
. We have no objection to your releasing the 

Navy data to Mr. Stout. However, we feel 
the observations in Attachment B to your 
memorandum should be clarified for Mr. 
Stout, namely, that the data provided by 
CNET understates Navy costs to produce 
helicopter pilots without consolidation; that 
Navy, at considerable delay in planned Navy 
pilot output, both jet and helicopter, would 
have to seek authorization and appropria
tions to procure additional aircraft in order 
to do the job in-house; and that consolida
tion will overcome a continuing 15-20 % 
shortfall in Navy pilot production. 

Therefore, it is recommended that in re
leasing the data you provide a cover letter 
which clearly points out these deficiencies in 
the CNET costing package. 

JOHN R. QUETSCH, 
Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of 

Defense (Comptroller). 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I would 
like to call the Senate's attention to a let
ter dated September 26, 1979, from the 
General Accounting Office to the Secre
tary of Defense. The letter to the Secre
tary states that a matter not addressed in 
the report of September 26, 1979, to Sen
ator STEWART but one which is of im
portance deals with the Navy's shortfall 
in the numbers of helicopter pilots. I 
would like to just quote from the GAO 
letter. 

A matter not addressed in the report [the 
report to Senator Stewart] but related to 
consolidation, is the Department of the 
Navy's shortfall in numbers of helicopter 
pilots it trained in recent years and its abil
ity to meet its pilot needs in future years. 
Since fiscal year 1975, the Navy has trained 
400 fewer helicopter pilots than programed 
because o:f shortage o:f instructor pilots and 
aircraft. Defense should immediately assess 

whether the Navy, using its resources, can 
meet its pilot training needs ln the near 
future. If not, Defense should inform the 
Congress of this fact so that it can be made 
part of the current discussion over consoli
dation. 

If consolidation of undergraduate helicop
ter pilot training does not materialize, the 
Navy's ability to meet its pilot training loads 
(for both the Marine Corps and the Navy) 
becomes more important, especially in view 
of the Navy's proposed increases in pilot 
training loads over the next few years and 
the lead time needed by the Navy to obtain 
the aircraft and other capability (e.g., air
craft maintenance) to support an increased 
training load. Under these circumstances, De
fense must seriously examine alternatives to 
reduce the potential shortfalls. One alter
native could be to assign certain Marine 
Corps or Navy training loads to the Army, 
which aopears to have the capacity, including 
the necessarv aircraft to assume this addi
tional load. · This action could also make 
available resources to help the Navy reduce 
some of its fixed wing training shortfalls 
which have existed during the same period. 

Mr. President, what I think the GAO 
is saying to the Navy in this letter is 
that because of shortfalls in previous 
years in its pilot training and because 
of ~mticipated increases in future years, 
the Navy simply is not going to be able to 
train all of its pilots at Whiting Field 
anyway and, consolidation or no con
solidation, will probably have to consider 
train;ng some Marine Corps and Navy 
oilots at the helicopter school at Fort 
Rucker anywa~. This is going to be neces
sary not just to train Navy and Marine 
Corps helicopter pilots, but also to make 
aircraft and other resources available to 
train the numbers of jet pilots Navy 
needs. To my knowledge, Secretary 
Brown has not replied to this letter to 
the GAO, but I would certainly be in
terested in hearing the Department's 
plan of meeting the Navy pilot shortfall 
if consolidation is not permitted. 

Mr. President, there are other argu
ments that are offered from time to time 
as to why consolidation should not go 
forward. It is argued, for example, that 
the airplane which the Army would bring 
out of storage to use to train the Navy 
r.ilots have been cannibalized and would 
be readily available. This has been re
futed by the Army and, in fact, the GAO 
sent its investigators to examine the 
Army helicopters in storage and found, 
as the Army claimed, that the helicopters 
h';lve not been cannibalized and can be 
brought back to a flyable status within 
the estimated cost range. This is docu
mented in the letter to Senator STEWART 
mentioned above which will be put in 
the RECORD at the appropriate time. 

Mr. President, the opponents of con
solidation today will probably make an 
impassioned plea that based on new 
data, new cost estimates or new funding 
information, the estimated savings will 
be much lower than heretofore men
tioned or even may turn into increased 
costs if consolidation is approved. This 
argument is spurious at best for a num
ber of reasons. First, it should be noted 
that a very thorough hearing of this 
issue was had before Senator NUNN's 
subcommittee of the Armed Services 
Committee on June 28, 1979. The posi
tion of a number of rank and file and 
retired Naval officers and Marine officers 

who oppose consolidation was made im
minently clear at that hearing. All sorts 
of "new figures" were brought up at that 
meeting to show that consolidation would 
not save money or that it might in fact 
cost money. 

The GAO had representatives at that 
hearing who heard the testimony and 
who obtained copies of all the figures put 
forth by these representatives. The GAO 
then took this testimony and these fig
ures and studied these figures thor
oughly. These so-called new figures then 
were considered by the GAO when it 
issued its statement of September 26, 
1979, which concluded that the savings 
would exceed $63 million and indeed 
would be even greater if the $29 million 
for unfunded retirement benefits were 
taken into account. 

Moreover, after that hearing, it was 
concluded that the Navy cost estimates 
were understated in certain respects and 
the GAO auditors sought revised and 
more valid estimates from the Navy. In
terested Congressmen also requested that 
the Navy prepare revised data. In Sep
tember, the Naval Education and Train
ing Command often called CNET, which 
has its headquarters at Pensacola, Fla., 
sent its revised estimates to the Navy 
Comptroller. These estimates were re
viewed by the Navy Comptroller and for
warded to the DOD Comptroller for fur
ther review with a request that the new 
figures be released to Congressman CHAP
PELL of Florida. 

The review by the DOD was not com
plete prior to the time the GAO issued 
its September 26, 1979, report. Neverthe
less, by October 2, 1979, the Secretary of 
Defense, and his Comptroller, and the 
Navy Comptroller, had concluded that 
the revised data furnished by the Nayy 
Training Command were in substantial 
error in that they continued to under
state the Navy cost in retaining the pilot 
training program at Pensacola and thus, 
still substantially understated the sav
ings from consolidating pilot training at 
Fort Rucker. Moreover, these raw esti
mates did not contain adequate caution 
about related Navy pilot training short
falls and about the need to obtain for 
the Navy authorization in funding to 
procure additional training aircraft to 
support pilot training retained by the 
Navy. 

On October 17, 1979, a memorandum 
was prepared by the Comptroller of the 
Department of Defense authorizing the 
release of the "new figures" provided the 
following warnings were made. 

We have no objection to your releasing the 
Navy data. to Mr. Stout (Administrative aid) 
to Florida Congressman Chappell. However, 
we feel the observations in attachment B to 
your memorandum should be clarified for 
Mr. Stout. Namely, that the data provided by 

· CNET understates Navy cost to produce heli
copter pilots without consolidation; that 
N.avy, at considerable delay in planned Navy 
pilot output, both jet and helicopter, would 
have to seek authorization and appropria
tions to procure ad.di tional aircraft in order 
to do the job in-house; and that consolida
tion will overcome a continuing 15-20% 
shortfall in Navy pilot production. 

Therefore, it is recommended that in re
leasing the data you provide a cover letter 
which clearly points out these deficiencies 
in the CNET costing package. 
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Mr. President, if those opposed to con

solidation argue that new and reVised 
data is available, I say to you that such 
data has already been examined by those 
competent in such matters and has been 
found to be the same old understated 
data that the Navy Training Command 
which is headquartered in Pensacola, 
Fla., has used for years in order to resist 
this consolidation effort even though the 
Navy and the DOD supports it. Thus, I 
caution my colleagues not to be misled 
by this erroneous information which 
most certainly will be discussed here to
day. 

In closing, Mr. President, I would just 
like to summarize by saying that this 
Congress should take every opportunity 
to save taxpayers' dollars that is pre
sented to it if the savings do not cause 
a sacrifice in the required mission capa
bility of our armed services. I think the 
record is clear that, in fact, the savings 
will result in an enhanced military pos
ture since it is uncontroverted that the 
pilot training program as it now exists 
in Fort Rucker turns out better trained 
and better qualified helicopter pilots 
than the current program at Whiting 
Field. 

Thus, we can save money while at the 
same time upgrading the training pro
gram and I think it is imperative that 
we take this action. As Colonel Ledbetter 
stated in his testimony, even if there 
were no savings, the consolidation is a 
good idea because of the enhanced train
ing capability. When the $100 million or 
whatever the final figure proves to be, is 
thrown into the equation it seems in
conceivable to me that this Congress can 
refuse to act and act decisively to effect 
this consolidation. 

Mr. President, I urge every Member 
of this body to support my amendment 
which will allow the Department of De
fense to get on with this long anticipated 
and long needed consolidation program. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD other 
material in connection with this matter. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, D.C., November 6, 1979. 

DEAR COLLEAGUE : On Thursday, Novem
ber 8, the Senate w111 consider a.n amendment 
to the DefenEe Appropria.tion b111 which 
would a.now the Department of Defense to 
consolidate a.11 of its undergraduate heli
copter pilot training a.t Fort Rucker, Ala.
be.ma.. As you know, I have been advocating 
this move for a. number of yea.rs since, in my 
judgment, it makes absolutely no sense for 
the Defense Department to be training heli
copter pilots a.t two separate locations when 
the training can be accomplished a.t less 
expense and more effectively a.t one location. 
Air Force helicopter pilots have been trained 
by the Army at Fort Rucker for a number of 
yea.rs , and the consolidated program has 
proven to be most satisfactory. I a.m sure 
that once consolidation occurs, the Navy, 
too, will be quite satisfied with the quality 
of the training at Fort Rucker. 

The Department of Defense, the Defense 
Audit Service, and the General Accounting 
omce have all studied and re-studied this 
proposed consolidation over the years and 
the consensus is that the move will save the 
American taxpayers millions of dollars. If 
we can obtain better training a.ta. lower cost, 

it would be unccnscionable for this Congress 
not to approve this action. I call upon you 
to support the amendment to the Defense 
Appropriation bill which will be considered 
Thursday so that we can get on with the 
busineEs of giving the American taxpayer 
his money's worth for his defense dollar. 

The facts speak for themselves, and if 
parc chial interests are put aside, I think you 
will see that this is the right move at the 
right time . 

Sincerely yours, 
BARRY GOLDWATER. 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY, 
Washington, D.C., October 17, 1979. 

Memorandum for Congressman Chappell. 
Subj: Undergraduate helicopter pilot train

ing. 
The attached data is provided in response 

to a request from Mr. Ed Stout of your staff 
for a recomputation of Navy cost data asso
ciated with the Undergraduate Helicopter 
Pilot Training Consolidation issue. 

Identical information is being provided to 
Congressman Edwards in response to a re
quest from his staff for five year cost data 
associated with Navy retention of Under
graduate Helicopter Pilot Training. 

Attachment A is the data provided by the 
Navy Training Command to the Navy Secre
tariat. Attachment B addresses specific areas 
requiring clarification and identifies costs 
which have been understated by the train
ing command. These comments clearly reveal 
that a decision for Navy to retain the heli
copter pilot training function would require 
immediate action to seek authorization and 
appropriations to procure additional aircraft 
and simulators in order to p;oduce the pilot 
output desired in FY 81 and beyond. In addi
tion, since such equipment is not currently 
available the FY 80 desired helicopter pilot 
output cannot be achieved. 

G. A. PEAPPLES. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
Washington, D .C ., September 5, 1979. 

Hon. DONALD w. STEWART, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR STEWART: This is in reply 
to your letter of August 17 to Secretary 
Claytor regarding the proposed consolidation 
of undergraduate helicopter pilot training. 
I have been requested to provide, directly to 
you, the Marine Corps' position concerning 
this proposal. 

The Marine Corps fully supports the pro
posal to consolidate helicopter training at 
Fort Rucker. The fiscal savings accruing to 
the Department of Defense appear signif
icant. The proposed syllabus under the con
solidation program will satisfy Marine Corps 
helicopter pilot training requirements and 
is expected to provide a well trained basic 
helicopter pilot. This opinion is based pri
marily on the increased number of helicopter 
and simulator fiight hours received under 
the consolidated training program. The pro
vision for follow-on fixed-wing training at 
the career decision point satisfies the re
maining Marine Corps objection to the con
solida. tion proposal. 

The preceding supportive statements for 
consolidating undergraduate helicopter 
training do not mean the Marine Corps has 
been dissatisfied with the helicopter pilot 
trained by the Navy. Time and time again 
the Navy-trained helicopter pilots have dem
onstrated their competence; however, the 
annual/continuing nature of the helicopter 
consolidation proposal, with its attendant 
adverse impact on financial support, appears 
to be having a debilitating effect upon the 
training capability of the Navy. Any fur
ther postponement of a decision regarding 
consolidation can only result in additional 
derogation of the training environment. In 
the event that consolidation is not ap-

proved, the Marine Corps would be pleased 
to remain with the Navy assuming budget 
restoration of training assets now hel~ in 
abeyance a.waiting a consolidation decision. 

I trust you find the above responsive to 
your inquiry. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT H. BARROW, 

General, U .S. Marine Corps, 
Commandant of the Marine Corps. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, at this 
time I yield to my colleague, Senator 
STEWART. 

Mr. STEWART. Mr. President, I sup
port this amendment. There are few 
other issues that I have encountered in 
my brief tenure in this body that have 
been so well studied, that will provide 
substantial savings to the taxpayer, and 
most importantly, will contribute to the 
defense readiness of our Nation. 

The consolidation of basic training for 
helicopter pilots from Whiting Field, 
Fla., to Fort Rucker, Ala., has been 
studied four times and has been 
shown to save at least $63.3 million and 
probably more than $100 million. Con
solidation also provides better pilot 
training. 

The proposal to consolidate basic 
training for helicopter pilots has been 
around for a long time. It was first 
studied in 1965, and it has been a part 
of the President's budget recommenda
tions for 4 years. It has been studied by 
the Defense Department, it has been 
studied by the independent Defense 
Audit Service, and it has been studied, 
twice, by the GAO. 

The General Accounting Office has 
recently released its most recent review 
of the consolidation proposal and the 
conclusion is clear. The GAO states: 

We believe that the Secretary of Defense's 
proposal to consolidate undergraduate heli
copter pilot training should result in signifi
cant savings . . . the estimated savings 
should exceed $63.3 million over the next 
five yea.rs. The advantages and disadvan
tages of consolidation have been aired in 
studies, in audits, and in hearings before 
members of Congress. We believe that the 
preponderance of evidence favors consolidat
ing UHPT. 

The GAO went over every aspect of 
past studies. The GAO investigated the 
various charges against consolidation
that fuel costs wiped out the savings, 
that Fort Rucker could not handle the 
surge of new studenU:i, et cetera.-and the 
GAO concludes that the basic finding 
remains unchanged: consolidation saves 
a substantial amount of money and the 
quality of training is maintained, even 
improved. 

What do I mean when I talk about 
quality of training? First, the consoli
dated training program will offer more 
flying hours for pilots, and almost twice 
as many helicopter flying hours. The stu
dent pilots will also get more high qual
ity helicopter simulator experience. 
Many have charged that NavY students 
will suffer because they will be training 
with Army and Air Force students, which 
already have consolidated training. The 
assumption is that the Navy pilots will 
be denied service-unique training. But 
nothing could be further from the truth. 
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Again I quote from the GAO: 
The syllabus approved by the Secretary in 

June 1977 will provide Navy students with 
training for the Navy-unique environment. 
It consists of a common core of 145 fiight 
hours and 40 hours of simulator time for all 
DOD students, plus an additional 50 hours of 
flight time and 10 hours of simulator timct 
for Navy's students. This "unique" portion of 
the syllabus, taught by Navy instructors, is 
designed top vide students with the knowl
edge, skills and techniques necessary to op
erate a helicopter in the Navy's environment. 
Navy officials, including those responsible for 
flight training, believe that this syllabus will 
produce quality pilots. 

What about fuel costs? Would that 
wipe out the savings from consolidation? 
It is true that fuel costs will go up some
what because Navy students will get 
more flying time in a helicopter. They 
will get 145 hours compared to some 65 
hours they get now. And indeed that is 
what these young pilots are being trained 
for-to fly helicopters. However, even 
if we double or triple the costs of fuel 
above current costs, the savings of con
solidation would only be decreased by 
$0.2 to $0.4 million, over the 5-year 
period. Again I quote from the GAO: 

Neither the iJ:\creased fuel use or the effects 
of future fuel price increases should mate
rially· affect the overall estimated savings 
from consolidating UHPT. 

All along, I have been referring to 
this recent GAO study and using it to 
prove the merits of consolidation. In light 
of my support for this amendment, some 
of my colleagues might imagine that I 
asked for this study or that my colleague 
from Alabama requested the GAO in
vestigation. But we did not. This GAO 
study was ·· prompted by a request from 
the House, specifically a Florida Con
gressman. The report from the GAO 
reveals its true objectivity and thor
oughness as the audit arm of the Con
gress. I am happy to make this report 
available to my colleagues, and I ask 
unanimous consent to have it printed 
in the RECORD following mv remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
obiection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. STEWART. Mr. President, some 

people may say that a saving of $63 mil
lion or more is not that much. But in a 
time of fiscal constraint, when we need 
to make the best use of our defense dol
lar, I just do not see how the Senate can 
ignore this cost savings. More impor
tantly, I know that my colleagues are 
concerned about our defense posture, the 
need to build up our strategic and con
ventional forces. But do Senators know 
what $63.3 million could do in that 
effort? 

Want to beef up NATO? Here is what 
$63.3 million could do: 45 XM-I tanks, 
our newest most sophisticated tank 
which is desperately needed in Europe; 
or 28 ground launched cruise missiles
still in development promising a preci
sion attack missile of great tactical use 
in the European theater. 

Want to beef up our Navy? Here is 
what helicopter consolidation will pro
vide for: 86 Harpoon missiles-our most 
sophisticated and valuable ship to ship 
weapon. One of the bright spots in recent 
developments; or 118 Phoenix missiles. 
The Phoenix is the world's best air to air 
missile system. Together with its com-

puter system, nothing can match its 
multiple target performance. 

We need to improve our strategic 
forces. $63.3 million too small to help 
out? Not so. Here is how: 28 submarine 
launched cruise missiles or 50 air 
launched cruise missiles. 

The ALCM is in active development 
and will be a significant addition to our 
strategic forces in the near future. The 
SLCM may be needed at a later point. 
The B-1 bomber was canceled by Presi
dent Carter in large part because of the 
promise of the ALCM. $63.3 million 
would purchase about 50 of these weap
ons-each of which can strike a target 
deep in the heart of the U.S.S.R. with 
more accuracy than our current genera
tion of ICBM's. 

Mr. President, we need this kind of 
force modernization. It costs money. 
Helicopter training consolidation will 
probably save around $100 million. How 
can we pass up a chance to make a sub
stantial savings and at the same time im
prove the quality of our pilot training? 
This is the question I leave with my 
colleagues. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. President, I have some letters I 

have received that I believe would add 
to the support of what my colleague has 
stated. I ask unanimous consent to have 
them printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 

Washingt,;m, D.C., November 6, 1979. 
Hon. DONALD w. STEWART, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR STEWART: This is in response 
to your letter of October 15, 1979 to Secretary 
Brown concerning the recent General Ac
counting Office letter report on the proposed 
consolidation of undergraduate helicopter 
pilot training (UHPT) . You asked in your 
letter for comments on the GAO report and 
specifically for an evaluation of the Navy's 
pilot training shortfall and possible measures 
to cope with it. 

The Department agrees with GAO that 
UHPT consolidation will result in significant 
savings. 

With regard to the Navy shortfall, I am 
enclosing a table which compares pro
grammed Navy and Marine Corps under
graduate helicopter pilot production with 
actual production for Fiscal Years 1975 
through 1979. As the table shows actual pro
duction has consistently fallen s'hort of pro
grammed production. In addition, the Navy 
now estimates that there will be a short-fall 
of at least 39 Navy and 43 Marine Corps 
UHPT graduates in Fiscal Year 1980. 

If UHPT is not consolidated, the Navy will 
continue to use T-28 aircraft in the fixed 
wing portion of the UHPT syllabus until 
sufficient numbers of the more modern T-34C 
aircraft can be authorized, funded and pro
cured. Given the maintenance problems asso
ciated with the aging fleet of T-28 aircraft, 
it is unlikely that programmed levels of Navy 
and Marine Corps UHPT graduates could be 
obtained in the near term. If UHPT ts con
solidated, this shortfall in UHPT graduates 
can be avoided in FY 1981 and subsequent 
years. 

It is clear that the most efficient and effec
tive way to eliminate short-falls in Navy and 
Marine Corps helicopter pilot graduates is to 
approve UHPT consolidation, as proposed by 
the Department of Defense. The consolidated 
program can train all of the programmed 

Navy and Marine Corps students, whereas the 
separate Navy program can do so only with 
the expenditure of approximately $58 million 
to buy new T-34C aircraft. The results of 
failing to approve UHPT consolidation would 
be threefold: greater cost, less effective heli
copter pilot training for Navy and Marine 
Corps students, and continuing shortfalls ln 
graduating Navy and Marine Corps helicopter 
pilots. 

For the reasons discussed above, I consider 
it very important that the Congress approve 
UHPT consolidation. I appreciate the support 
that you have given to this proposal, and 
I hope that we can count on your continued 
support. 

Sincerely, 
W. GRAHAM CLAYTOR, Jr., 

Deputy, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

UNDERGRADUATE HELICOPTER PILOT TRAINING RATES 
(PTR), PRESIDENT'S BUDGET VERSUS PERFORMANCE, 
FISCAL YEARS 1975-79 

-------- -

Fiscal years-

1975 1976 19TQ 1977 1978 1973 

HELICOPTER 
PILOTS 

Navy: 
230 225 50 188 195 215 President's budget_ 

Graduated ________ 177 205 55 144 139 116 

Difference ____ -- -53 -20 +5 -44 -56 -99 
Percent dif-

ference _____ -- -23 -9 +10 -25 -29 -46 

Marine Corps: 
224 212 53 235 267 305 President's budget_ 

Graduated ________ 199 206 45 231 260 177 

Difference_. ____ -25 -6 -8 -4 -7 -128 
Percent dif-

-2 -3 -42 ference _______ -11 -3 -15 

Source: Department of the Navy training reports, "Graduated'' 
are actual. 

COMPTROLLER GENERAL 
OF THE UNITED STATES, 

Washington, D.C., September 26, 1979. 
Hon. DONALD w. STEWART, 
U.S. Senate. 

DEAR SENATOR STEWART: In accordance 
with your written request, dated September 
25, 1979, we are providing you the informa
tion '1eveloped during our recenit review of 
the proposed consolidation of undergraduate 
helicopter pilot training at Fort Rucker, 
Ala.barn.a.. 

PROPOSED CONSOLIDATION 
There a.re now two UHPT programs: 
iAn Army program a.t Fort Rucker, Alabama, 

which trains Army and Air Force students 
and which uses an all rotary-wing syllabus. 

A Navy program at Whiting Field nea.r 
Pensacola, Florida, which trains Navy, Ma
rine corps, and Coast Guard students and 
which uses a combination flxed-wing/rotary
wing syllabus. 

DOD proposes to consolidate these two 
programs into an all rotary-wing program Sit 
Fort Rucker, Alabama. This training would 
consist of a common core curriculum sup
plemented by service-unique segments. Ex
isting service-unique follow-on training for 
UHPT graduates would remain essentially 
the same. 

DOD forecasts approximately $100 million 
in saivings over the next 5 years and believes 
a consolidated program will offer training as 
good as or better than Navy's studeruts now 
receive. 

The proposal is necessarily predicated on 
future events a.nd involves variables asso
ciated with the assumptions chosen. There
fore, we must emphasize that we are dealing 
with estiinates and that true economies de
pend upon actual operation or a consolidated 
program.. What we have done in our review 
is to test the validity of the cost estimates 
and related savings. 
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Our findings on issues rela..ted to this pro
posal are discussed below. 

POSSIBLE EFFECT OF INCREASED FUEL CONSUMPTION 
AND PRICES ON ESTIMATED SAVINGS FROM CONSOLI
DATION 

Gallons consumed 
under consoli-

Gallons required (fiscal years 1980-84) 

Aviation Jet pro-
11as pulsion fuel Total 

dation____ __ _____ 9, 867, 252 127, 211, 098 137, 078, 350 
Cost per gallon__ ___ $0. 63 $0. 45 ___________ _ 

TotaL ______ $6, 216, 368 $57, 244, 994 $63, 461, 362 

Gallons consumed 
if UHPT is not 
consolidated_____ 16, 641, 797 117, 450, 738 134, 092, 535 

Cost per gallon___ __ $0. 63 $0. 45 ___________ _ 

TotaL ______ $10, 484, 332 $52, 852, 832 $63, 337, 164 

Difference in gal-
lons consumed___ (6, 774, 545) 9, 760, 360 2, 985, 815 

Cost per gallon_____ $0. 63 $0. 45 ___________ _ 
Total_ _______ ($4, 267, 963) $4, 392, 162 I $124, 199 

Cost per gallon 
(doubled)_ ___ __________________ ____________ $248, 379 

Cost per gallon 
(tripled).__________________ ________________ $372, 598 

1 Comparison is base~ on fuel co~sumi>tion for the total D9D 
UHPT program. A similar comparison, 1.e., fuel consumption 
for Navy's separate program with the incremental fuel con
sumption for Army to train Navy's helicopter pilots, would yiel.d 
the same differential in gallons consumed and costs. This 
difference in fuel use and cost has been considered in the current 
cost es ti mates. 

COST COMPARISONS/SAVINGS 

Cost comparisons have consistently shown 
that consolidation of training facilities for 
helicopter pilots can reduce training costs 
and result in significant savings. DOD's offi
cial position is that the difference between 
Navy cost avoidance of $233.5 million and 
increased Army costs of $135.8 million-$97.7 
million--constitutes forecasted savings over 
a 5-year period. These figures are based on 
the Secretary's April 1977 study adjusted to 
reflect Defense Audit Service findings of 
March 1978 and subsequent program imple
mentation slippages. GAO, which had rec
ommended consolidation as early as May 
1974, reviewed the Secretary's 1977 study and 
reported in May 1977 that forecasted savings 
appeared conservative. 

In this current effort to test the validity 
of forecasted savings, we reviewed the serv
ices' most recent cost estimates, which were 
prepared under assumptions in the May 1979 
Army / Navy joint memorandum of under
standing to impl~ment consolidation.1 These 
estimates show total costs and related sav
ings for fiscal years 1980-84 as follows: 

[Unaudited-in millions) 
Navy's estimated cost avoidance to 

give up UHPT ____________________ $266. 6 
Army's estimated incremental cost to 

train Navy's requirements_______ _ 203. 3 

Savings--------------------- 63.3 
We found that increases were necessary 

in both estimates. The required increase in 
the Army's incremental cost estimate is 
a.bout $17 mlllion, of which $12 million is 
due to changing its fiscal year 1979 dollar 
base to a fiscal year 1980 dollar base. The 
increase to the Navy's cost avoidance esti
mate cannot be accurately determined at 
this time on the basis of data provided by 
the Navy. Otllcials from the Department of 
the Navy agree that its estimate needs re
vision and a.re preparing a. revised estimate. 
Nonetheless, the overall Navy adjustments 
needed should exceed the $17 million ad-

1 The Secretary has not yet approved the 
plan; but the services have projected a sig
nificant increase in pilot neetls, thus driving 
up projected cost estimates. 

justment made to the Army's estimate. Thus, 
the amount of savings should exceed the 
$63.3 million shown above.2 

Other · considerations that could affect 
savings: 

During the debate over savings from con
solidation, questions have arisen a.bout the 
impact of certain other factors on fore
casted savings. We assessed the impact of 
some of the more important of these on fore
casted savings, and our conclusions are as 
follows: 

FUEL CONSUMPTION AND PRICES 

Consolidating UHPT would cause an in
crease in fuel use but only by about 3 mil
lion gallons over the 5-year period from 
fiscal years 1980 thi-ough 1984. Increased 
fuel consumption under a consolidated pro
gram is primarily due to additional flying 
time for Navy's students in advanced rotary
wing aircraft. They are expected to get about 
145 syllabus hours instead of some 65 hours 
they now receive. DOD officials believe the 
additional hours will greatly enhance the 
effectiveness of training in rotary-wing 
flight skills and thus prove cost effective. 

In June 1979 hearings before the Senate 
Subcommittee on Manpower and Personnel, 
Committee on Armed Services, the Chairman 
questioned the validity of fuel price figures 
used in the services' cost estimates. The 
DOD-approved prices for costing purposes, 
as used in the estimates, are about $0.45/gal
lon for jet propulsion fuel and about $0.63/ 
gallon for aviation gas. The rate of fuel 
price increases over the next 5 years is of 
course open to speculation. However, a dou
bling or tripling of the above prices at the 
beginning of fiscal year 1980 would decrease 
savings by $0.2 million or $0.4 million, re
spectively, during the 5-year period. (See 
enc. I for further details on fuel use and 
costs.) 

Neither the increased fueI use nor the ef
fects of future fuel price increases should 
materially affect the overall estimated sav
ings from consolidating UHPT. Moreover, the 
Secretary's proposal does not consider alter
natives that could conserve DOD's use of 
fuel, alternatives which deserve attention re
gardless of UHPT consolidation. These in
clude, for example, reducing actual flight 
time through more simulated training exer
cises; increasing flight time in more fuel
cost-effective aircraft, with a proportionate 
reduction in the less fuel-cost-effective air
craft, and/ or cutting back on mission
specific follow-on training. 

RETmEMENT COSTS AND VETERANS' BENEFITS 

UHPT consolidation will also allow DOD 
to reduce both military and civilian man
power. Forecasted savings, therefore, will in
crease due to reduced retirement costs and 
veterans' benefits. We did not estimate the 
amount of savings based on the projected 
manpower reductions under the May 1979 
implementation plan. In May 1977, however, 
GAO reported that the Secretary's proposal 
did not reco15nize these savings and esti
mated that the present value of the un
funded retirement costs for military spaces 
alone was $29 million over the 5-year period 
under analysis. Savings due to reduced fu
ture retirement costs and veterans' benefits 
are both legitimate and significant and 
should be included in total savings. 

ADDITIONAL FACTORS 

Two other factors will affect projected 
savings: 

DOD, in realigning its activities, must help 
alleviate the economic and social impact 
of realignment on the affected region. In 

2 As of the date of this report, the adjust
ments to the Navy's cost data had not been 
completed. We cpntinu~ to believe that the 
net effect of the adjustments should result 

· in net 5-year savings from UHPT consolida
tion of more than $63.3 million. 

May 1977, DO D's Office of Economic Adjust
ment assessed the economic impact of re
alignment on the Pensacola area and con
cluded that the region had strong economit' 
growth and adjustment potential. It esti
mated costs associated with the economic 
impact of consolidation at approximately 
S'!.6 million. These costs will reduce fore
casted savings. 

DOD now has 36 rotary-wing TH-57 air
craft committed to primary hflicopter pilot 
training for Navy stu~ents. A consolidated 
program will free these assets for sale or 
use elsewhere in the Government. Since they 
are unique to Navy's UHPT, DOD plans to 
sell the aircraft . Sale to the public w111 in
crease forecasted savings. 

TRAINING WITHIN THE SERVICES' UNIQUE 

ENVIRONMENTS 

The syllabus approved by the Secretary in 
June 1977 will provide Navy students with 
training for the ·Navy-unique environment. 
It consists of a common core of 145 flight 
hours and 40 hours of simulator time for 
all DOD students, plus an additional 50 
hours of flight time and 10 hours of simu
lator time for Navy's students. This "unique" 
portion of the syllabus, taught by Navy in
structors, is designed to provide students 
with · the knowledge, ski1ls, and techniques 
necessary to operate a helicopter in the 
Navy's environment. Navy officials, includ
ing those responsible for flight training, be
lieve that this syllabus will produce quality 
pilots. For example , the Secretary of the 
Navy, testifying in June 1979 before the 
Senate Subcommittee on Manpower and Per
sonnel, Committee on Armed Services, stated 
that a consolidated program would provide 
significantly more effective helicopter pilot 
training to Navy's students. 
SURGE POTENTIAL OF THE ONE-SITE TRAINING 

PROGRAM 

Fort Rucker, DOD's proposed site for con
solidated training, appears adequate to ac
commodate anticipated pilot training loads 
over the next 5 years. Estimated annual out
put capacity at the site is, peacetime, be
tween 2400 and 2600 pilots and, mobiliza
tion, about 4500 pilots. Projected service 
requirement for helicopter pilots in fiscal 
year 1984, including foreign students, is 
2482. DOD's need for pilots, which is sub
ject to review and amendment during an
nual planning, programing, and budgeting 
cycles, would be affected by an emergency 
situation such as war. Should such a situa
tion arise and require more pilots over a sus
tained period than any one site can handle, 
expansion of some training functions to 
other locations would be necessary, as was 
the case during the Vietnam surge. 

OTHER ISSUES 

In reviewing Army's cost estimate we de
termined whether costs associated with other 
factors were included, as appropriate, to 
support consolidated training and found 
that: 

Existing flying facUities will be used for 
consolidated training, so that no funds are 
required for opening additional facilities. 

Additional helicopters required will not 
be procured but obtained through use of 
existing DOD assets. Army's cost estimate 
included $1.5 million for re.turning to fly
able status 40 rotary-wing primary trainers 
in storage at the M1litary Aircraft Storage 
and Disposition Center, Davis-Monthan Air 
Force Base, Arizona.. We visited Davis
Monthan; examined the aircraft and inven
tory records; and found, as the Army claimed, 
that the helicopters have not been canni
balized and can be brought back to a flyable 
status within the estimated cost range. 

Existing facilities, both on and off base, 
appear capable of supporting projected in
creases in personnel; therefore, no new con
struction is planned. In April 1979, Navy offi
cials examined facilities at Fort Rucker and 
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surrounding communities and concluded 
that housing and support facilities were ade
quate to handle additional requirements 
and would not degrade quality of life for 
Navy personnel. Army officials consider it 
unlikely that consolidation will displace a 
significant number of military personnel liv
ing on base. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
We believe that the Secretary of Defense's 

proposal to consolidate UHPT should result 
in significant savings. Based on the assump
tions under the May 1979 Army/Navy joint 
memorandum of understanding to imple
ment consolidation, the estimated savings 
should exceed $63.3 million over the next 5 
years. The advantages and disadvantages of 
consolidation have been aired in studies, in 
audits, and in hearings before members of 
the Congress. We believe that the preponder
ance of the evidence favors consolidating 
UHPT. 

Estimated savings depend upon assump
tions used and timing of implementation 
and could vary. True economies cannot be 
precisely determined without actually op
erating a consolidated program. To verify 
the forecasted savings and to fac1litate prop
er management of implementation, we rec
ommend that the Secretary of Defense-

Establish a mechanism that accounts for 
the costs, tracks the milestones for imple
mentation, and records the savings associ
ated with consolidation; and 

Report back to the Congress at appropriate 
intervals concerning the progress of imple
mentation, related costs, and savings. 

SCOPE OF REVIEW 
To obtain the information, we reviewed 

Army and Navy cost estimates, as well as 
estimates of related savings from consolida
tion; and we analyzed documentation relat
ing training within the services' unique en
vironments. We also observed and inspected 
facilities and equipment the Army has iden
tified for use in support of consolidated 
training. In addition, we discussed the issues 
with key officials from the Office of the Sec
retary of Defense, the Department of the 
Army, and the Department of the Navy. 

Sincerely yours. 
ELMER B. STAATS, 

Comptroller General of the United States. 

EXHIBIT 1 

U.S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE, 
Washington, D.C., September 26, 1979. 

Hon. HAROLD BROWN, 
The Secretary of Defense. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: As you know, the 
General Accounting Office has been asked to 
review your proposal to consolidate under
graduate helicopter pilot training at Fort 
Rucker, Alabama, and consideration of your 
proposal ls still before Congress. We are en
closing a copy of our report to Senator Stew
art on your proposal. This report contains 
recommendations to you on page 6, if con
s::ilida tlon occurs. 

In addition to the recommendations, we 
believe several other matters deserve your 
more immediate attention: 

On pages 2 and 3, we discuss savings pos
sible if undergraduate helicopter pilot train
ing (UHPT) is consolidated. However, De
fense has not finalized its review of the 
services' cost estimates and related savings. 
Because this is important to congressional 
discussion on consolidation, we suggest that 
Defense, as expeditiously as possible, finalize, 
its review of the services' cost estimates and 
related savings. 

On page 3, we discuss the impact of in
creased fuel consumption under consolida
tion. Fuel conservation is an important mat
ter; and fuel-saving measures should be of 
concern to all the services, regardless of 
UHPT consolidation. We, therefore, suggest 
that Defense, in its continuing review of the 
UHPT, identify measures that could save fuel. 

( 

A matter not addressed in this report, but 
related to consolidation, is the Department of 
the Navy's shortfall in numbers of helicopter 
pilots it trained in recent years and its ability 
to meet its pilot needs in future years. Since 
fiscal year 1975, the Navy has trained 400 
fewer helicopter pilots than programed be
cause of a shortage of instructor pilots and 
aircraft. Defense should immediately assess 
whether the Navy, using its resources, can 
meet its pilot training needs in the near fu
ture. If not, Defense should inform the Con
gress of this fact so that it can be a part of 
the current discussion over consolidation. 

If consolidation of undergraduate helicop
ter pilot training does not materialize, the 
Navy's ab111ty to meet its pilot training loads 
(for both the Marine Corps and the Navy) 
becomes more important, especially in view 
of the Navy's proposed increases in pilot 
training loads over the next few years and 
the lead time needed by the Navy to obtain 
the aircraft and other capab111ty (e.g., air
craft maintenance) to support an increased 
training load. Under these circumstances, De
fense must seriously examine alternatives to 
reduce the potential shortfalls. One alterna
tive could be to. assign certain Marine Corps 
or Navy training loads to the Army, which 
appears to have the capacity, including the 
necessary aircraft to assume this additional 
load. This action could also make available 
resources to help the Navy reduce some of its 
fixed-wing training shortfalls which have 
existed during the same period. 

Sincerely yours, 
H. L. KRIEGER, 

Director. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. Pres;dent, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. STEWART. I yield to the Senator 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, it is 
not often that the Pentagon comes to 
Congress and pleads to be allowed to save 
tax dollars. That is what is happening 
in this amendment. They want to save 
money. How often does the Pentagon do 
that? I cannot remember the last time 
they did-certainly not this year. In fact 
it is rare that any Oovernment agency 
makes such a request. Therefore, in a 
.time of budget austerity, when Congress 
is struggling to find areas to reduce Fed
eral expenditures, we have a special obli
gation to pinpoint and put into effect the 
savings recommended by the executive 
department agencies. 

The Secretary of Defense has written 
to Congress about one such situation
where $100 million in tax dollars could 
be saved or transferred to higher priority 
defense needs. The subject is undergrad
uate helicopter consolidation. The Secre
tary of Defense has told Congress: 

It is clear to me that this proposed consoli
dation would provide a markedly more effec
tive program than Navy and Marine Corps 
students now enjoy. The Department of De
fense continues to estimate five year savings 
of some $100 million or more. 

The Deputy Secretary of Defense, 
Graham Claytor, has told us specifically 
what the advantages of consolidation 
would be to the taxpayers and to our 
military effectiveness. Consolidation will: 

Provide more total flying hours than 
the current NavY program; 

Navy and Marine Corps students will 
get almost twice as many helicopter fly
ing hours under consolidation as com
pared to before, 195 compared to 100; and 

More sophisticated helicopter simula
tors at Fort Rucker will give better in
strument training than the less capable 

cockpit procedure trainers used by the 
Navy. 

What we have here, Mr. President, is a 
clear-cut issue. Do we want to provide 
better training, more capable pilots? Do 
we want to increase the military capabil
ity of this Nation? Do we want to be 
more efficient, more effective in our mili
tary programs? Do we want to increase 
preparedness and readiness? Do we want 
to field forces more prepared to do the 
job? If the answer is "Yes" to the above 
questions, and I certainly think it must 
be yes to those questions, then it auto
matically follows that helicopter consoli
dation should be supported. 

Make no mistake about this, Mr. Pres
ident, the twin elem en ts of this vote are 
economy and national defense. A vote for 
helicopter consolidation is an economy 
vote which will result in increased de
fense preparedness. A vote against con
solidation is a vote for bigger budgets, in
flation, big spending, big government, in
efficient Government programs, and a 
less effective military force. 

If our helicopter pilots have to go off 
to some far place in the world on an 
emergency miS:Sion of mercy or rescue, 
then, Mr. President, I want to know that 
they received the best possible training 
in preparation for that mission. I want 
to know that this country did not tJurn 
its back on improving that training or 
look the other way when requests were 
made to upgrade facilities. Yet just this 
could happen if we do not consolidate 
training at Fort Rucker. 

Listen to the Marines on this subject. 
Colonel Ledbetter of the U.S. Marine 
Corps testified before the Armed Services 
Committee recently. The colonel, who 
has commanded five different squadrons 
of aircraft including four helicopter 
squadrons, went down to Fort Rucker to 
investigate firsthand what the Army pro
gram was all about. He took with him 
four other Marine colonels who have 
long histories of association with avia
tion. They all came back agreeing that 
the Army program is superior to the Ma
rine and NavY program. Here is what he 
said: 

The over-water syllabus ait Pensacola ls 
less than two hours out of a 192 hour ·sylla
bus. The proposed 195 hour syllabus we 
would get at Fort Rucker with 50 hours of 
service peculiar training would give us more 
over-water training if we wanted it .... The 
195 hour syllabus at Fort Rucker gives us 
far more tactical training, far more instru
ment training, far more night tra.ining. It is 
superior in every way. 

Think of that Mr. President; the Ma
rines concluded that the training at Fort 
Rucker was "superior in every way." And 
at the same time it will save $100 million 
over 5 years. What more can we ask for? 
A better program and a better price. This 
is what productivity and Government ef
ficiency are all about. 

Here is the final test of the worth of 
this issue. Colonel Ledbetter pointedly 
told the Armed Services Committee: 

My only interest is getting the best trained 
helicopter pilots, because I am closer to 
leading them into combat than anyone in 
this room ... and I want to go with the best 
trained man, and I can get him out of Fort 
Rucker now. 

Are we going to give Colonel Ledbetter 
the best trained men for his next mis-
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sion? Or will we settle for second best, 
for a less capable trained force, for fewer 
hours of training on less sophisticated 
equipment? 

No one in the Chamber will be flying 
our pilots off into combat in the years 
ahead. But Marine commanders will be. 
And they have asked for the best. Con
solidation will give them that additional 
advantage. 

Do not vote for a second-rate mili
tary. Do not retard our military effec
tiveness. Do not say no to the requests for 
more capability. Do not vote to restrict 
the combat skills of our helicopter pilots. 

Mr. President, I urge the Senate to 
vote for a stronger national defense at 
a lower price. I support the amendment 
by my good friend_s from Alabama, Sen
ator S.TEWART and Senator HEFLIN. 

Mr. STEWART. Mr. President, I have 
only one remaining thing to say before 
my colleague speaks the final time. I am 
aware of what his activities might be. 
. I understand from studying this 
issue, not only from the standpoint of 
my State but also from the standpoint 
of what it can do for our defense pos
ture and what it can do for savings in 
the inflationary times that we are faced 
with here in this country today and the 
months ahead, what it will give us the 
capability to do in the defense area. I 
will not leave this issue and do not in
tend to fail to address myself to this 
issue in the future. I intend to seek 
other means or other possible methods 
of achieving the end that we are at
tempting to achieve with this amend
ment. 

I do not draw on the considerable time 
in this body that would enable me to 
make that statement in perhaps the im
mediate future, but I do intend to study 
ways and means. 

I understand that there are other ne
cessities that will have to take place in 
order to make the training at Pensacola 
continue. 

I feel very strongly about this issue. 
I fully intend to seek to address what I 
feel is a problem that we should address 
on the merits, and that is why I am 
standing here today on the merits of this 
amendment. I fully intend to continue 
to work toward this problem if not in 
this session, I say to the chairman and 
to my worthy colleagues from Florida, 
perhaps on down the road if I have that 
opportunity, and I am sure I will. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, as you 
might expect, I was prepared to make 
numerous remarks, and I think other 
people who were on this side of the 
issue, the position I was holding forth, 
and who would have been against the 
amendment, would have made some re
marks, and in deference to colleagues 
who are trying to catch planes, I will just 
put my remarks in the RECORD at a later 
time and urge my colleagues to do the 
same. 

Mr. STONE. Mr. President, I associate 
myself with the remarks of my senior 
colleague from Florida. In deference to 
the time constraints of our colleagues I 
will put my remarks in the RECORD. ' 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment offered by 
my distinguished colleague from Ala
bama. 

The Senator's proposal to.. consolidate 
the undergraduate helicopterpifot train
ing program at Fort Rucker, Ala., was 
originally forecast this year by the De
partment of Defense to save approxi
mately $100 million over the next 5 years. 
As a man who spent 16 years in private 
industry, I am well aware that cutting 
waste and holding down costs is essential. 
I believe that American people expect 
and should receive the most cos.t-eff ec
tive handling of their tax dollars, especi
ally in the area of national defense. 

However, I question the Defense De
partment's allegation that they can save 
$100 millio:µ over 5 years without the 
closure of a single base. I also have some 
reservations about the General Account
ing Office study which indicates an ap
parent savings of $63.3 million. This 
analysis contains a variety of errors 
which significantly inflated the pur
ported savings: 

For example, the report lists a cost to 
the Navy of $10.9 million for foreign stu
dent training. Since this amount is reim
bursable under law by foreign govern
ments, it should not be charged against 
the NaVY. The GAO report also charges 
five T-34C's to the Navy for the purpose 
of training these same foreign students. 
This is also reimbursable. 

As I am sure many of you know, the 
Army uses civilian contract labor for 
the maintenance of its aiircraft. The 
NaVY has used its own military person
nel. Civilian contract maintenance is 
cheaper in the short run because the 
Army does not have to bear the costs 
of the families of the military labor as 
does the NaVY. The GAO reports charges 
the NaVY with $11 million in main
tenance costs for the H-1 and H-57 
helicopters, and says that consolidation 
would bring $1 million in savings. How
ever, since the Secretary of Defense has 
instructed the NaVY to make the transi
tion to contract maintenance if it re
tains the helicopter training program, 
the $1 million savings exists if training 
is consolidated or not. The GAO is, in 
effect, costing the past instead of the 
future. 

The GAO reports that if the NaVY 
continues to train its pilots at Whiting 
Field in Florida, it would have to re
place some of its old fixed-wing aircraft 
at a cost of $63 million. The generally 
accepted procedure for costing capital 
investments such as this aircraft pur
chase is to amortize over a period of 
15 years. The GAO charges the procure
ment of this aircraft over a 5-yeax pe
riod, which is an unfair and unusual 
apportionment for a capital asset of $63 
million. 

After we have subtracted out the 
false savings from consolidation that 
the GAO has reported, the actual sav
ings amounts to $20.8 million over 5 
years. 

Mr. President, it is obvious that the 
analysis conducted by the General Ac
counting Office is inadequate. The GAO 
does realize the problems with its 
initial report, and is currently taking 
another look at the consolidation issue. 
The House soundly rejected consolida
tion by a margin of 2 to 1, reversing their 
3-year position. Likewise, I feel that it 
is inappropriate for this body to make. a 

decision to consolidate undergraduate 
helicopter training based on inaccurate 
information, and I urge my colleagues 
to def eat the amendment. 

CONSOLIDATION OF NAVY UNDERGRADUATE 

HELICOPTER TRAINING 

• Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, for several 
years the Department of Defense has 
proposed consolidating the NavY's un
dergraduate helicopter pilot training 
program with the Army program con
ducted for Army and Air Force under
graduate helicopter students at Fort 
Ru_cker, Ala. In each of these years, the 
uniformed officers of the Navy with re
sponsibility for such training have op
posed such a consolidation. The Con
gress, principally out of concern that the 
unique requirements of the NaVY heli
copter pilots will not be adequately met 
by the consolidated training program, 
has rejected this consolidation of under
graduate helicopter pilot training. 

Annually the Department of Defense 
presses for consolidation with the prom
ise of large savings. The NavY has, in 
past years, contended that the savings 
were illusory and were generated through 
comparison of cost computed under in
compatible Army and NaVY accounting 
systems. For years the Navy reclamas 
had fallen on "deaf ears" at the Depart
ment of Defense. The NaVY costs to con
tinue this training had been audited, 
including every possible factor (for ex
ample, cost of new helicopters); the 
Army audits had been superficial at best. 

Annually the Congress has analyzed 
this transfer and has rejected it as 
detrimental to the armed services. In 
addition to restrictions on transfer of 
flight training functions contained in 
the Defense Reorganization Act, the 
.ioint House/Senate conference report on 
the fiscal year 1976 appropriations bill 
stated: 

The conferees a.re In agreement th81t the 
Department of Defense should not Initiate 
any action to proceed with consolidation of 
tfhe services' pilot training programs without 
approval of the appropriations committees of 
Congress. 

In 1978 the House Appropriations 
Committee again rejected the DOD pro
posal and restored UHPT to the NaVY. 
Only during an evasive floor move was 
the provision deleted from the House 
version of the appropriations bill. The 
Senate. however, felt strongly enough 
about the issue to insist in conference 
that this training remain with the NaVY. 

DOU IGNORES CONGRESSIONAL DmECTION 

Mr. President, once again, the Depart
ment of Defense has come back in fiscal 
year 1980, ignoring congressional direc
tion, and recommended deletion of all 
funds, personnel, and aircraft from the 
NavY budget. Again, the Navy has been 
ordered to consolidate under the Army's 
program. These actions have so seri
ously disrupted Navy pilot training that 
the Navy will be unable to meet mini
mum Navy needs for trained pilots next 
year-just as thev were unable to meet 
minimum needs this year. 

HOUSE ACTION IN FISCAL YEAR 1980 

This year, an amendment to consoli
date undergraduate helicopter pilot 
training as proposed by DOD was de
feated on the House floor by a vote of 
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244 to 131. The House bill contains funds 
reversing the consolidation proposal as
"umed in the budget request. The com
mittee has concurred with all the House 
adjustments, rejecting the consolida
tion prope>Sal, and has included the gen
eral provision in the House bill which 
prohibits consolidation or realinement 
of advanced or undergraduate helicop
ter pilot training squadrons of the Navy. 
Mr. President, clearly, the House has 
once again :firmly stated its position 
against consolidation. 

In light of the House action this year, 
and in view of the Senate position re
jecting consolidation in the past, the 
Senate Armed Services Committee has 
stated that further consideration of this 
issue is unwarranted. The committee 
strongly believes that the Department of 
Defense and the Navy should now direct 
their efforts toward implementing the 
Navy's undergraduate helicopter pilot 
training program, including construc
tion of the simulator building to house 
the aircraft simulator for which funds 
have already been appropriated. 

THE NEED FOR STABILITY IN HELICOPTER 

TRAINING 

Mr. President, it is abundantly clear 
that the Congress, over a period of sev
eral years, has made it very clear that 
consolidation of undergraduate helicop
ter pilot training is not in the best in
terest of our helicopter pilot training 
quality and effectiveness. 

The Senator from Kansas believes this 
issue should be laid to rest once and for 
all. No system, no matter how well struc
tured or managed, can withstand such 
fundamental disruptions without cata
strophic results. Unless Congress reas
serts its authority, Navy pilot training 
and the national defense will be im
paired. 

Mr. President, I urge the rejection of 
any amendment that would consolidate 
undergraduate helicopter pilot train
ing.• 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, in the 
last 4 or 5 days I have been doing a 
tremendous amount of talking with Sen
ators. I doubt that my colleagues have 
had an individual from Alabama talk to 
them about an issue as much as has 
occurred during the last several days. 

I might also say that my distinguished 
colleagues from Florida have been doing 
the same thing. 

I have been in contact with Members 
of the Hous~ of Representatives, espe
cially the Congressman where Fort 
Rucker is located. 

I reaFze that for 3 years the House of 
Representatives by nearly a 2-to-1 vote 
carried the consolidated helicopter issue 
but unfortunately this year, because of 
certain factors unknown to me, the 
House of Representatives did not go 
along and voted otherwise. 

I have also today been in con tact with 
the Department of Defense and, have 
obtained the advice of senior Defense 
Department officials. There is one thing 
that I have learned to do since being in 
the Senate and that is to count noses. 

Under the circumstances and under 
the advice of the DOD I think that I 
should state that we wish to delay this 
battle for another year and because of 

this I will reluctantly at this time with
draw the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is withdrawn. 

The bill is open to further amendment. 
Mr. STENNIS. May I say this: I cer

tainly appreciate the efforts and the 
w0rk of the Senator from Alabama who 
has been diligent, unyielding, going the 
last mile, in performing that duty, and I 
thank the other Senators who have 
worked on this matter, too. 

We have the Senator from Missouri 
who has an amendment here, and we 
think that is the only amendment 
pending. 

The Senator from North Dakota and 
I will ask for a rollcall vote on passage 
of the bill, and I understand the Senator 
from Missouri wishes a rollcall vote on 
h~s amendment, is that correct, Senator? 

Mr. EAGLETON. That is right, Sena
tor STENNIS. 

Mr. STENNIS. So there will be only 
two rollcall votes left, one on passage 
and one on E'enator EAGLETON's amend
ment. 

We expect to yield back some of our 
time anyway. We have no controlled 
time, yes. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 794 

(Purpose: To delete funding earmarked for 
the Navy's ocean surveillance ship con
struction program) 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk an unprinted amendment 
and request its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from Missouri (Mr. EAGLETON) 
proposes an unprinted amendment numbered 
794. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 21, line 16, and continuing to 

line 17, strike "for the T-AGOS SURTASS 
ship program, $104,000,000; ". 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, Sen
ator JACKSON will be on the floor shortly 
to speak in opposition to this amend
ment, he has been notified that I am tak
ing up the amendment and I will try to 
make my remarks reasonably brief. 

Mr. President, I would like to ask my 
colleagues to imagine themselves in the 
hypothetical position of a man out to 
buy a new automobile. I would like them 
to further imagine an automobile dealer 
who comes up with the following proposi
tion: 

"Now Senator," the salesman says, "I've got 
a plan that's going to save you some money. 
The Belchfire Motor Company, from whom I 
buy my cars, is developing a new car that 
will get 60 miles per gallon. We don't know 
if it's going to work yet, but if it does we 
may be able to deliver one to you by 1982. 
But in the meantime, Senator, I would like 
to sell you the four tires that will fit this 
new Belchfire, if we ever build it. You 
shouldn't pass them up , Senator, because 
they are good steel-belted radial tires, and 
if you buy them now you will save the cost 
of inflation in the price of these tires be
tween now and 1982. Then, if we do sell you 

a car three years from now, you can slap 
these tires right on and drive away." 

Mr. President, if that salesman of
fered his proposition to all 99 of my 
colleagues today, I am sure he would 
not sell a single tire. We would quickly 
see that there was no sense to the deal. 
And yet, incredibly, the Senate today is 
preparing to spend more than $100 mil
lion on a very similar deal in connec
tion with a new Navy surveillance 
system. 

The ocean surveillance ship program, 
as envisioned by the Navy, calls for 
construction of 12 ocean-going tugs. 
When the system becomes operational, 
each tug will pull a boom, trailing the 
Navy's new surveillance towed array 
system <SURTASS). The SUR.TASS, 
which now is under development, will 
detect submarines and other undersea 
activities in areas which present sur
veillance techniques cannot reach. 

The Navy requested the :first 3 
ships of its planned 12-ship SURTASS 
program in fiscal year 1979 at a cost of 
$98 million. The Navy forecast that :five 
more ships would be funded in :fiscal 
year 1980, and the :final four in :fiscal 
year 1981. However, Congress reduced 
the :fiscal year 1979 budget to $69 mil
lion, for two ships instead of three. 
While the House had voted to appro
priate the $98 million authorized, the 
Senate Appropriations Committee ar
gued that the buy should proceed at a 
slower pace until the Navy provided 
more justification for the total number 
of ships required. 

In its report to Congress, the confer
ees also agreed that because of "con
tinuing problems in the technical and 
operational evaluation of the mission 
electronics equipment for the SUR.
TASS," the funds recommended for mis
sion electronics for the two ships may 
not be obligated until the Navy has 
certified to Congress that a new tech
nical and operational evaluation of the 
equipment has been successfully com
pleted. 

That. certification has not been re
ceived. Nevertheless, the bill before us 
today contains funding for three addi
tional ships. I am offering an amend
ment to delete the $104 million ear
marked for these ships. I am doing so 
not because they ·are defective ships, 
nor because I am anti-SUR.TASS. Rath
er, I offer my amendment in recognition 
of the fact that as of now, SURTASS 
has some serious developmental prob
lems. These problems may well be solved 
in the months and years ahead, but until 
they are it makes no sense to buy ships 
to tow SURTASS. 

The Navy's current production plan 
for this prorgram does not call for the 
construction of the ships included in this 
request until at least :fiscal year 1981. 
With construction of the :first two ships 
held up pending additional testing and 
construction of the second three not 
scheduled to commence prior to 1981. 
there is really no program to fund. Not 
surprisingly it is the Navy position that 
funding is necessary this year in order to 
keep program costs down. Their argu
ment--like the argument of the auto 
salesman with the disembodied tires-is 
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that providing funding this fiscal year 
ultimately will save tax dollars by getting 
a. jump on infiation. I challenge this 
position. 

After studying the House report as well 
as the several GAO studies that are pub
lished relating to this matter, I conclude 
that significant questions still exist con
cerning the necessity of this program. 
Although I cannot get into specifics of 
program shortcomings because of their 
classified nature, the House action speaks 
for their magnitude. 

Mr. President, I assert that ta ere are 
no savings to accrue to anyone if this 
system ultimately fails to prove itself as 
expected. I support maintaining a strong 
military deterrent as a means of pro
tecting our national interest, but in this . 
era of fiscal austerity, I oppose, more 
than ever, gambling with tax dollars. The 
ocean surveillance ship program is a 
clear example of a developmental effort 
that has not proven itself worthy of pro
duction funding. I support continued' 
funding for research and development 
of this system but I do not support im
mediate production funding as a hedge 
against inflation. Let me point out that 
we are not considering $30 billion for the 
MX program this year in hopes of saving 
the taxpayers a few dollars in the long
run. 

If my amendment becomes law, it will 
not threaten the SURTASS program, nor 
will it slow the program down. At the 
very worst, we could find ourselves in pos
session of operational SURTASS elec
tronics before we can build all 12 tug
boats. However, since the Navy already 
has many other ships which could tow 
the SURTASS array, the electronics 
could be put into service before the tug 
fleet was finished·. And at the very best, 
my amendment could save us from 
spending hundreds of millions of dollars 
on a :fleet of tugboats we might not ever 
need. 

Mr. President, one final remark: This 
item we are debating was stricken from 
the House appropriations bill. The House 
committee has never been considered to 
be anything less than hardnosed. There 
are, in fact, several hardnosed people 
who serve on the committee. This is one 
item they overwhelmingly agreed could 
well be deferred, and that the 100-odd 
million dollars in this year's bill could 
well be saved. 

If the House Appropriations Commit
tee, considering its hardnosed member
ship, came to the conclusion that these 
tugboats were not ready for production, 
I fail to see why the Senate should not 
be similarly hardnosed with respect to 
this matter. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I will 

direct the attention of the Senate to the 
facts on this matter. The Senator from 
Washington has followed this matter all 
the way through, and he is expected in 
the Chamber shortly and will want to 
address the Senate on it. 

May I say to the Senator from Missouri 
that we contemplate that we can yield 
back some of our time. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Yes. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, perhaps 

we will not use any more time here than 
the Senator from Missouri has used al-

ready. I say that for the information of 
other Members. 

The Senator from West Virginia may 
wish to use some time. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. No. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, this per

tains to the detection of enemy subma
rines, which is a very important and 
urgent part of submarine warfare. It is 
a field where we have a superiority over 
the Russians in that our submarines are 
quieter; and, in addition, we are trying 
to develop these instruments so we will 
have another advantage in what I call 
detectability. 

We know that in the last few years 
there has been a growth in importance 
of the knowledge we can have of deploy
ments and general locations as to Soviet 
submarines. They are increasing in 
number. If we are going to effectively 
neutralize the threat this brings us, we 
have to move in this field. 

There were five of these small ships in 
the budget for fiscal year 1980. The pro
gram was reduced some by the author
izing committees. We authorized three 
of those. I think it is true that when the 
House Appropriations Committee passed 
on this matter, the authorization bill had 
not been completed. 

But, anyway, we approved the three 
and then brought them forward to the 
Appropriations Committee, which ap
proved the three. 

I have a letter here from the Chief of 
Naval Operations to the chairman of the 
Appropriations Committee, dated No
vember 2, which emphasizes the im
portance of the ships and relates to the 
development here, time-wise, and urges 
the approval of these three ships that 
are in this bill. 

The main thing is that it complements 
our existing facilities that the Navy has 
toward the detection of enemy subma
rines, and in that way completes a mod
ern part of that detection system. 

I see Senator from Washington <Mr. 
JACKSON) is here. The Senator from 
Missouri (Mr. EAGLETON) has made a 
presentation of his matter and I have 
stated several facts. 

I would be glad to yield to the Senator 
from Washington, say, 10 minutes. 

Mr. JACKSON. Five minutes. 
Mr. STENNIS. Five minutes. All right. 
Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I thank 

the distinguished Senator from Missis
sippi. 

These three ships that have been dis
cussed here and the two ships author
ized last year, Mr. President, are part of 
a long-term program to exploit advances 
in U.S. acoustic technology as part of 
this country's overall antisubmarine 
program. 

These ships and the towed arrays they 
will carry-known as SURTASS, will 
make a dramatic contribution to our 
ability to keep track of enemy subma
rines in war and peace. Without getting 
into any classified information, let me 
make a few points about the T-AGOS/ 
SURTASS system. . 

First, it has a range of detection and 
sensitivity unmatched by any other mo
bile ASW system in the free world. 

Second, it will provide the United 
States with long-range surveillance 

capabilities in areas of the world far 
from our shores. 

Third, SURT ASS has been designed 
optimally for the submarine threat to 
the United States ~nd its forces over the 
next decade or so. 

And, fourth , T-AGOS/ SURTASS will 
greatly enhance the ability of the United 
States to defend its naval forces, its vital 
sea lines of communication, and the 
critical resupply lines to our allies. 

Earlier this year, Mr. President, both 
the Select Committee on Intelligence and 
the Armed Services Committee recom
mended that the procurement of the 
T-AGOS ships be delayed without preju
dice because of then existing problems 
in the SURTASS electronics. Since that 
time the Navy has made tremendous 
strides in the development of this system. 
I am pleased to report that recently com
pleted tests in three periods of rigorous 
sea trials have shown that the system 
now meets or exceeds all test criteria. 
These positive results demonstrate that 
the thorough program review conducted 
last year did, in fact, identify and correct 
those deficiencies discovered in earlier 
tests of the system. 

There was never any problem with the 
T-AGOS ship design. The delay called for 
had to do only with the sophisticated 
electronics which are to be installed on 
these ships. The dramatic improvement 
in this program over the last year has 
caused the Select Committee on Intelli
gence and the Armed Services Commit
tee to reexamine their earlier recommen
dations to delay procurement. Based on 
their reexaminations, both committees 
have reversed their earlier positions and 
now support procurement in fiscal year 
1980 of three of these ships, together with 
a go-ahead for procurement of the two 
T-AGOS/ SURTASS ships authorized in 
fiscal year 1979. Admiral Hayward, the 
Chief of Naval Operations, as the chair
man of the committee, the distinguished 
Senator from Mississippi noted earlier, 
has reiterated that funds for these units 
will not be placed on contract until 
notice is given the Congress that the 
technical evaluation and operational 
evaluation of the full system have been 
successfully completed. These evalua
tions should be completed by next March 
to allow for contract award next sum
mer. Contracting for a mtiltiyear pro
curement, if these three ships are ap
propriated this year, will permit an ef
ficient, cost-effective, procurement pro
gram which would most likely not be 
possible if the appropriation is delayed. 

Mr. President, these ships and the sur
veillance system they will carry are nec
essary if the United States is to maintain 
its ASW advantage over the Soviet 
Union. They are necessary for the United 
States to be able to protect its interests 
in critical ocean areas such as the North 
Atlantic, the Caribb.ean, the West~rn 
Pacific, and the Indian Ocean/Persian 
Gulf. The sophisticated technology has 
demonstrated its effectiveness in rigor
ous tests monitored by both the Navy 
and the GAO. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I strongly 
recommend that this amendment be 
rejected. 

Finally, Mr. President, let me say that 
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the one area in which the United States 
has been able to maintain a very strong 
position vis-a-vis the Soviet Union has 
been in connection with our antisubma
rine warfare capability. We need this 
capability in peacetime as well as in time 
of conflict. It is absolutely essential if 
the United States is to continue to have 
a credible strategic deterrent a:t sea and 
also to meet its tactical naval require
ments, that we maintain our ability to 
keep track of enemy submarines.. . , 

Mr. President, there has been. much m 
the paper lately about new deve!Opments 
on the part of the Soviets. They have a 
new submarine, from what we have read 
in the newspapers. It poses a real prob
lem. Thus, antisubmarine warfare is an 
area, Mr. President, where we can ill 
afford to slip behind, and I strongly rec
ommend that we proceed with the T
AGOS/SURTASS appropriation as ap
proved by the committee. This step is in 
the highest interest of our national 
security. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. JACKSON. I yield to my senior 
colleague. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I as
sociate myself with the remarks of the 
distinguished junior Senator from Wash
ington. It seems to me that in the anti
submarine warfare field this is an im
portant group in our whole antisubma
rine warfare projects. To delay this mat
ter will just cost more. The delay is not 
on the ships, as the Senator pointed out, 
but on the equipment, which has now 
been cleared up by the military, and it 
has a high priority in the Department of 
the NavY. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the com
mittee is behind these ships. They are 
small ships, costing only about $35 mil
lion apiece. 

I will take a few more minutes, Mr. 
President. 

One point that has not been brought 
out is that the ships will require 12 
months longer to construct because of 
the electronics. Ship construction should 
start as soon as the testing provides as
surance that the system will perform 
adequately. Of course, to do that, fiscal 
1980 funds are needed. It will be deter
mined later whether or not this pro
gram should go beyond these three ships. 

The Senator from North Dakota has 
authorized me to speak for him to ap
prove the ships. We are ready to yield 
back the time whenever the Senator is 
ready. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I will 
take 1 minute and then we will be ready 
to vote. I always listen with deep in
terest when my colleagues speak, es
pecially colleagues of such great knowl
edge as Senators MAGNUSON and JACK
SON, as well as Chairman STENNIS. 

Senator JACKSON interjected the Rus
sian submarine threat. I can just picture 

'.the Russian defense planners sitting in 
the Kremlin tonight, Mr. President, 
quaking in their boots at the thought 
'that we are about to build three tug
. boats that we may not need. That is 
'what is at issue in this amendment, Mr. 
President, $104 million for three possibly 
needless tugboats that will probably be 

produced somewhere on the west coast 
of the United States. That is purely and 
simply what the amendment Is about. 

So the KremHn boys are sitting over 
there tonight saying, "This is going to 
be a test of American strength. If the 
Senate of the United States decides to 
spend $104 million to produce three un
needed tugboats, we have lost the cold 
war. America has us." 

Poppycock. 
This is just another example of a 

military boondoggle. That 1s what it is. 
It is so odoriferous in its nonnecessity 
that the House Defense Appropriations 
Subcommittee wrote it right out of the 
bill. But now the Senate is going to en
hance our tugboat fteet in the name of 
national defense to the tune of $104 
million. 

If it were not so much money, Mr. 
President, it would be amusing. This is 
a time of fiscal austerity. How many 
Members of this Senate run around, both 
on this ftoor and back in their home 

· States, talking about fiscal austerity, 
tightening the belt, squeezing the excess 
'out of the budget, doing away with 
things we do not need or can postpone? 
Here is $104 million of not only money 

·we can postpone but money we should 
'not have contemplated spending this 
year in the first place. I yield back the 
remainder of my time, Mr. President. 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield back the re
mainder of my time, Mr. President. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Mis
souri. The yeas and nays have been 
ordered and the clerk will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
called the roll. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the 
Senator from Montana <Mr. BAucus), 
the Senator from Delaware <Mr. BIDEN), 
the Senator from Arkansas <Mr. BUMP
ERS) , the Senator from Nevada CMr. 
CANNON) , the Senator from Arizona <Mr. 
DECONCINI), the Senator from New 
Hampshire <Mr. DURKIN), the Senator 
from Ohio <Mr. GLENN), the Senator 
from Massachusetts <Mr. KENNEDY), the 
Senator from Ohio (Mr. METZENBAUM), 
the Senator from Connecticut <Mr. 
RIBICOFF), the Senator from Illinois 
<Mr. STEVENSON), the Senator from 
Georgia <Mr. TALMADGE), the Senator 
from Florida <Mr. CHILES), the Senator 
from Georgia <Mr. NUNN), and the Sen
ator from Florida <Mr. STONE) are nec
essarily absent. 

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 
Senator from Colorado <Mr. ARM
STRONG), the Senator from Tennessee 
<Mr. BAKER), the Senator from Arizona 
(Mr. GOLDWATER), the Senator from 
Utah <Mr. HATCH) , the Senator from 
California (Mr. HAYAKAWA), the Sen
ator from North Carolina <Mr. HELMS), 
tlhe Senator from New York <Mr. 
JAVITS), the Senator from Iowa <Mr. 
JEPSEN), and the Senator from Oregon 
<Mr. PACKWOOD) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 

and voting, the Senato-r from Utah (Ml\ 
HATCH) would vote "nay." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
BOREN). Are there any Senators in the 
Chamber desiring to vote who have not 
yet voted? 

The result was announced-yeas 11.._ 
nays 65, as follows: 

[RoU~lt Vote No. 400' Leg.) 

YEAS-11 
Bayh 
Eag:eton 
Hatfield 
Leahy 

Levin 
McGovern 
Nelson 
Proxm i re 

NAYs-65 
Bellmon Gravel 
Benttsen Hart 
Boren Heflin 
B :::schwitz Heinz 
Bradley Hollings 
Burdick Huddleston 
Byrd, Humphrey 

Harry F ., Jr. Inouye 
Byrd, Robert C. Jackson 
Cha fee JcJhnston 
Church Kassebaum 
Cochran La'<".alt 
Ooh en Lang 
Craaistcm Lugrur 
Culver Ma.gonuson 
Danforth Mathias 
Dole Matsu naga 
Domeni ci McClure 
Dunmberger Melcher 
E '<on Morgan 
Ford Moyn;haru 
Garn Musk!ie 

Riegle 
Tsongas 
Weick er 

Pell 
Percy 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Randolph 
Roth 
Sar banes 
Sasser 
S::.hmitt 
Schweiker 
s:moson. 
Stafford 
Stenlll'S 
Stevens 
Stewart 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Wallop 
Warner 
Will iams 
Young 
Zorinsky 

NOT VOTING-24 

Armst rong Dut1klin 
Baker Glenrn 
B<lu.cu.s G ::>ldweiter 
Bi den Hatch 
Bumoers Haya.ka.wa 
Ce.-lllilon Helms 
Chil es J.avit.s 
DaConcinli. Jepsen 

Keiliiledy 
Metzenbaum 
Nunn 
P a ckwood 
Rib.icoff 
Stevenson 
Stone 
Talm.a.dge 

So Mr. EAGLETON'S amendment (UP 
No. 794) was rejected. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was rejected. 

Mr. JACKSON. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. McCLURE. Mr. President, I want 
to call to the attention of the Senate, an 
issue raised in the draft report of the 
Defense Subcommittee. Recently, the 
Army announced a change in its policy 
of relying on the private sector for the 
production of military items to the ex
tent that such items were available at 
reasonable prices. Under their new pol
icy, Government-owned contractor op
erated plants will compete for commer
cial work against private firms. GOCO 
plants which were constructed and 
equ.ipped with Government funds and 
are able to exclude capital costs from 
the computation of competitive bids 
have an obviously unfair advantage over 
firms whose capital costs were financed 
through private sources rather than by 
the taxpayer. 

I wish to state my concurrence with 
the Senators on the Appropriations Sub
committee on Defense who have asked 
the Army to defer this policy until Con
gress reviews this issue. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, many 
of the ships in the Navy's oiler inventory 
have started to reach retirement age . 
The cost of rebuilding that inventory to 
<not to mention wartime) requirements 
continues to increase. As a result of these 
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realities, over the last several years the 
Navy has investigated several alterna
tives to the building of new oilers. 
<VLCC) (225,000 and 400,000 DWT) and 
tankers (40,000-50,000 DWT) have been 
investigated. These investigations have 
addressed both lease and purchase op
tions for modifying and using these com
mercial plat! orms as station ships, shut
tle ships and mobile POL depot ships. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD a let
ter from E. R. Zumwalt, Jr., with its at
tachment. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

AMERICAN MEDICAL BUILDINGS, 
Milwaukee, Wis., November 1, 1979. 

Hon. ERNEST F. HOLLINGS, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR HOLLINGS: The October 29 
issue of Time, page 30 (extra.ct attached), 
describes accurately the situation which both 
you and I know exists with regard to the 
inadequate replacement of naval vessels. 

I was pa.rtlcula.rly struck by the highlight
ing of the oiler shortage. In this ree:a.rd, I 
am simply unable to understand why the 
Congress does not take the bit in its teeth 
and require by appropriate language, that 
one or more high speed super tankers be 
leased in order to demonstrate ca.pa.b111ty of 
the Merchant Marine to overcome the navy's 
oiler shortage. 

All best wishes. 
Sincerely, 

E. R. ZUMWALT, Jr. 
Attachment. 

VERY LARGE CRUISE CARRIERS 
NAVAL FORCES 

In no area. has the U.S.S.R. been catching 
up !aster than at sea.. Just two decades a.go, 
the Red fleet was primarily a coastal de
fense force, rarely venturing far from its 
home shores. Today, its 1,769 vessels consti
tute a. full-fledged blue-water navy. Mean
while, the U.S. Navy has been steadily declin
ing, from 955 ships two decades a.go to 458 
today. This ls roughly ha.I! the number of 
ships the Na.vy ·ha.d before the attack on Pearl 
Harbor in 1941. Complains a. high Navy ofH
cla.l: "We've been underlnvestlng for 15 
years. Shipbuilding has been dismal." 
Because of its 13 mammoth aircraft carriers 
and the high technology crammed into its 
other surface ships and submarines, the U.S. 
Navy st111 commands the seas. For how long, 
ls another matter. There are indications that 
the Soviets may be building their first large
deck aircraft carrier and are already well 
along with the construction of a 30,000-ton 
nuclear battle cruiser. 

Just to keep the U.S. fleet at its present 
size would require construction of 17 new 
vessels annually. Yet the fl.sea.I 1980 budget 
authorizes only 14 new ships. This includes 
a. $2 b1llion aircraft carrier, six guided-mis
sile fril!'a.tes and two nuclear attack subma
rines. The admirals would like an extra $2 
bil11on to $2.5 b1111on for shlpbullding in 
1980. This would buy two more attack sub
marines. one more destroyer armed with the 
deva.statinglv accurate AEGIS guided-mis
sile weapons system, a. landing ship for the 
Marines and two oilers. The oiler shortage 
tvpiflec; the Navv's plight. Whlle at least 21 
oilers are needed to keeo the fleet steaming, 
only 16 are available and ten of these were 
C<'mmtssioned before the end of World War 
IT. Mines are also scarce, and toroedo stock
piles a.re so low that there a.re not even 
enoul?h to arm a.11 U.S. attack subs for two 
patrols. 

AMPHIBIOUS FORCES 
Sending in the Marines has tradltlonallv 

been one of the nation's most effective means 

of intervening in distant lands. There ls con
cern now, however. over whether the Leather
necks could really reach the beaches. De
clares Nunn: "If the U.S. Marines were called 
upon to undertake a. major landing in the 
Persian Gulf or elsewhere in the Middle 
Ea.st, they would probably have to walk on 
water to get ashore." With only 63 amphibi
ous ships, the Marines are suffering from 
a. severe shortage of vessels !or such opera
tions and probably could not land more than 
one division at a. time. 

The fiscal 1980 budget earmarks $41 mU
lion !or start-up costs for the first $300 mll
lion LSD-41, a 15,774-ton amphibious vessel 
that could carry about 340 Marines. But 
senior ofHcers would llke a commitment of 
$1.2 b1111on for four of the new LSDs. The 
Marines also want 336 Brltlsh-deslgned, ver
tica.1-takeoft' Harrier attack planes (cost: $5.7 
bi111on), plus 33 heavylift and attack heli
copters ($400 mill1on for the first yea.r's pro
duction). Bringing Marine Corps ammuni
tion stockpiles up to a level that could sus
tain combat operations would cost an ex
tra. $1.5 b1111on; improving battlefield com
mand systems would run $400 million. 

So ha.rd up for ca.sh ls the corps that it ls 
reluctantly planning to shrink itself. 
Through attrition, it wm drop to 179,000 by 
mid-1980, a. reduction of 10,000. Says a. senior 
Marine ofHcer: "We a.re reducing manpower 
to pay our b1lls. There is no sense in having 
a force like the Marine Corps if it does not 
have the means to go to war." 

RESUPPLY CAPABll.ITIES 
According to General Jones, "In any large 

operation or full-blown conflict short of a. 
nuclear exchange, lift becomes a. very critical 
factor." He feels that the Pentagon's ab111ty 
to resupply troops rapidly on the battlefield 
is "one of the areas in which we run into 
limitations early." Though the Air Force 
would have sufHcient planes to rush troops 
overseas, including requisitioned commercial 
airliners, it would not have enough to take 
a.long their arms and equipment. 

The Air Force wants more transport air
craft, but has not yet decided how many. 
Also needed a.re additional tankers for air
borne refueling of transport and combat 
planes. In fl.sea.I 1980 the Air Force w111 be 
buying four KC-10 tankers, a version of the 
McDonnell Douglas DC-10 jetllner, at a total 
cost of $200 m1111on. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, H.R. 5359 
appropriates $131.7 billion in total 
budget authority for the Department of 
Defense. In addition, the Congress will 
have to appropriate a supplementary 
S2.9 billion in the spring, to pay for the 
fisc<il year 1980 pay raise for military 
and civilian personnel in the Defense 
Department. The total funds which we 
expect to appropriate for fiscal year 1980, 
then, total $134.6 billion in total budget 
authority. 

These totals exceed those for fiscal 
year 1979 by $13.7 billion, an increase 
of 11.3 percent. Discounting inflation, 
total budget authority will increase by 
3 percent, or $3.6 billion in real dollars. 

Mr. President, in my judgment, a real 
increase of 1 % percent, or $1.8 billion, 
in the defense budget is appropriate as 
a necessary step forward in improving 
our conventional weapons strength. 
I therefore support a 1 % percent real 
growth in defense expenditures rather 
t.han a 3-percent increase. We should 
then decide next year on the percent in
crease that is indicated under the cir
cumstances at that time. 

In my jud~ent, the proposed $3.6 
billion real dollar increase should be 
halved. There is wasteful and unneces-

sary spending in the defense budget that 
ought to be eliminated. For example, 
H.R. 5359 appropriates over $2 billion 
for yet another vulnerable large-deck 
aircraft carrier. 

The Defense Department is the only 
Federal agency allowed any real growth 
in an otherwise austere fiscal year 1980 
budget. At a time when inflation is our 
most critic,l national problem, and when 
every Federal dollar must be carefully 
accounted for, we in Congress must take 
a hard look at Pentagon spending and 
judge whether it is consistent with our 
national goals. 

The Nation's long-term stability, 
productivity, and security would be bet
ter served by limiting the real dollar 
incre1se to $1.8 billion rather than $3.6 
billion. 

Because H.R. 5359 mandates a 3 per
cent real increase in the defense budget, 
I shall vote no. 

KC-13 5 REENGINE PROGRAM 
• Mr. DOLE. Mr. President. I was pleased 
to note that the Armed Services Com
mittees of both the House and the Senate 
have recommended adding $15 mUlion of 
the fiscal Year 1980 budget in the pro
curement account for the KC-135 re
engine program. I was particularly 
pleased to note that the Armed Services 
Committees and the Senate Appropria
tions Defense Subcommittee agreed that 
the technical risks were low and that 
reengining the KC-135 did not require 
more research and development, thus 
recommending full funding in the pro
curement account at the authorized level. 

KC-135 
Mr. President, the KC-135 first entered 

the Air Force inventory in 1957. By 1966, 
820 units had been delivered. From 1957 
to the late 1960's, it was assigned al
most exclusively to strategic bomber sup
port. However, as a result of changing 
defense requirements. its role has been 
broadened to include diverse support 
roles, such as reconnaissance, airlift, 
weather monitoring, tests, and command 
post operations. Today, approximately 
700 aircraft are still in service through
out the world. 

THE KC-13 5 : CRITICAL TO OUR Am DEFENSE 
Mr. President, the KC-135 tanker air

craft originallv was designed and built 
to enable the U.S. nuclear bomb force to 
strike important military targets located 
deep within tne Soviet Union from state
side bases. The flexibility afforded other 
U.S. defense systems through air refuel
ing resulted in an expansion of the tank
er's role. For example, tactical fighter 
aircraft are tasked to support nonnu
clear confrontations on a worldwide basis 
as dictated by U.S. foreign policy. In ad
dition, extensive training is required to 
maintain our tactical forces in a high 
state of readiness. 

The KC-135 tanker enables us to base 
and train the majority of those forces 
in the United States, thereby minimizing 
the impact upon our balance of payments 
whi.le assuring rapid deployment in re
sponse to worldwide conventional war 
contingencies. 

As another example, the KC-135 air 
refueling support enables cargo aircraft 
to provide logistics support for U.S. 
ground, naval, and air forces operating 
outside the continental United States. In 
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addition, U.S. foreign policy and treaty 
agreements demand the support of our 
allies during their local, limited conven
tional confrontations. Because of air re
fueling, this support is not subjeCt to 
arbitrary denial of enroute staging bases 
by foreign countries hostile to the United 
States and our allies. A side benefit of 
air refueling capability is the nonmilitary 
application of cargo aircraft in trans
porting relief units and materials in re
sponse to natural disasters. 

Stateside basing of the strategic 
bomber force, a major portion of our 
tactical fighter force, and much of our 
airlift support aircraft lessens the cost 
of maintaining a posture of readiness. 
Having the capability to move tactical 
air forces in response to conventional 
war contingencies rather than attempt
ing to cover all potentially volatile areas 
greatly reduces the number of weapons 
systems required. This reduction, in turn, 
cuts the amount of support equipment 
and personnel required to operate the 
systems. Fewer personnel drastically re
duces the initial and recurring training 
costs. Fewer fuel-consuming aircraft and 
support vehicles also mean less fuel and 
lower operating costs. 

REENGINING THE KC-135 

Mr. President, during the two decades 
of operational service the KC-135 has 
remained basically in the same configu
ration as originally delivered. It has the 
originally installed J-57 engines which 
do not take advantage of modern engine 
technology. These older technology en
gines are costly to maintain. Their use 
provides marginal takeoff performance 
at heavy weight, restricts airfields avail
able for use because of the long takeoff 
runway requirements, and results in in
efficient fuel usage and noise which ex
ceeds EPA noise standards. Let me stress, 
however, Mr. President, that the air
frame has the capability, with normal 
structural maintenance, to remain viable 
for several more decades. Incorporation 
of modern engines will result in dollar 
savings in the form of less fuel consumed 
and decreased operation and mainte
nance costs. Furthermore, reengining 
can increase the KC-1}5 effectiveness, 
reduce noise levels and improve surviva
bility and safety. 

R. & D. VERSUS PROCUREMENT 

Mr. President, as I noted previously, 
the House and Senate Armed Services 
Committees authorized funding for 1980 
production based on the fact that re
engining presents a low technical risk. 
Mr. President, I believe, as do the various 
congressional committees, that a con
tinued lengthy R. & D. program for re
engining of the KC-135 is unnecessary. 
I believe the time has come when we 
must move ahead on the production 
phase of the reengining program. In view 
of the overwhelming evidence that points 
to the need for a higher priority on the 
procurement phase, I urge the Secretary 
of Defense to act accordingly.• 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
further amendments to the bill? 

The bill is open to further amendment. 
If there be no further amendment to be 
proposed, the question is on the engross-
ment of the amendments and the third 
reading of the bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 

engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask for 

the yeas and nays on final passage of the 
bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do Sen

ators yield back their time? Is all time 
yielded back? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Mississippi yield 
me 1 minute? 

Mr. STENNIS. Of course. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

may we have order? · 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ate will be in order. 
The Senator from West Virginia. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I thank the Chair and I thank all Sen
ators. 

Mr. President, the conference report 
on the Interior appropriation bill has 
been adopted by the House, has been 
sent here, and we could take that up. I 
would like to dispose of it this evening. 
It has the money in it for the fuel as
sistance for the low income. 

I would like to get it up and, if nobody 
will ask for a rollcall vote on it, we can 
take it up and voice vote it. 

Nobody asks for a rollcall vote? 
Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I want 

to make some comments against it, but I 
will defer on the rollcall vote. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. The Senator 
will not ask for a rollcall vote. 

All right, this will then be the last 
rollcall vote. 

I thank all Senators. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Has all 

time been yielded back? 
Mr. STENNIS. We yield back our time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

has been yielded back. 
The bill having been read the third 

time, the question is, Shall it pass? On 
this question the yeas and nays have been 
ordered and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the 

Senator from Montana <Mr. BAucus), the 
Senator from Delaware <Mr. BIDEN), the 
Senator from Arkansas <Mr. BUMPERS) , 
the Senator from Nevada <Mr. CANNON), 
the Senator from Florida <Mr. CHILES), 
the Senator from Arizona <Mr. DECON
CINI), the Senator from New Hampshire 
<Mr. DURKIN), the Senator from Ohio 
<Mr. GLENN) , the Senator from Massa
chusetts <Mr. KENNEDY), the Senator 
from Ohio (Mr. METZENBAUM)' the Sena
tor from Georgia <Mr. NUNN), the Sena
tor from Rhode Island <Mr. PELL), the 
Senator from Connecticut <Mr. R1B1-
coFF), the Senator from Illinois <Mr. 
STEVENSON)' the Sena.tor from Florida 
<Mr. STONE), and the Senator from 
Georgia <Mr. TALMADGE) are necessarily 
absent. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Nevada <Mr. 
CANNON), the Senator from Arizona <Mr. 
DECONCINI), the Senator from Georgia 
(Mr. NUNN) , the Senator from Rhode 
Island <Mr. PELL), and the Senator from 
Connecticut <Mr. RIBICOFF) would each 
vote "yea." 

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 
Senator from Colorado <Mr. ARMSTRONG) 
the Senator from Tennessee <Mr. BAKER), 
the Senator from Arizona <Mr. GOLD
WATER), the Senator from Utah <Mr. 
HATCH), the Senator from California 
<Mr. HAYAKAWA), the Senator from North 
Carolina <Mr. HELMS), the Senator from 
New York <Mr. JAVITS), the Senator from 
Iowa <Mr. JEPSEN), and the Senator from 
Oregon <Mr. PACKWOOD) are necessarily 
absent. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from New York <Mr. 
JAVITS) and the Senator from Utah <Mr. 
HATCH) would each vote "yea." . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber who 
wish to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 72, 
nays 3, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 401 Leg.] 

YEAS-72 
Bayh Hart 
Bellmon Heflin 
Bentsen Hednz 
Boren Hollings 
Boschwitz Hudd.ieston 
Bradley Humphrey 
Burdick [nouye 
Byrd, Jackson 

Harry F., Jr. Johnston 
Byrd, Robert C. Kassebaum 
Cha.fee La.xalt 
Church Leahy 
Cochran Levin 
Co he.Ill Long 
Cranston Lugar 
Oulver Magnuson 
Danforth Mwthias 
D::ile Matsunaga 
Dcmenici McClure 
Durenberger McGovern 
Eagleton Melcher 
Exon Morgan 
Ford MoynJ!han 
Garn Muskie 
Gravel Percy 

NAYS-3 

Hatfield Nelson 

Pressler 
Pryor 
Randolph 
Riegle 
Roth 
Sar banes 
Sasser 
Schmitt 
Schweiker 
Simpson 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Stewart 
Thiurmond 
Tower 
Ts on gas 
Wallop 
Warner 
Weick.er 
Williams 
Young 
z-:-.rtnsky 

Proi·mtre 

NOT VOTING-25 
Armstrcng 
Baker 
Baucus 
Bi den 
Bumners 
oa.nn.on 
Ohliles 
DeConcini 
Durkin 

Glenn 
Goldwater 
Hatch 
Hayakawa 
Helms 
Javits 
Jepsen 
Kennedy 
Metzenbaum 

Nunn 
Packwood 
Pell 
RibicofI 
Stevenson 
Stone 
Talmadge 

So the bill <H.R. 5359) was passed. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I move 

to reconsider the vote by which the bill 
was passed. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I move to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I have a 
request regarding conferees. 

Mr. President, I move that the Senate 
insist on its amendments and request a 
oonf erence with the House of Represent
atives on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses thereon, and that the Chair be 
authorized to appoint the conferees on 
the part of the Senate. 

The motion ·was agreed to and the Pre
siding Officer (Mr. Boren) appointed Mr. 
STENNIS, Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr. PROXMIRE, 
Mr. INOUYE, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. EAGLETON, 
Mr. CHILES, Mr. BAYH, Mr. YOUNG, Mr. 
STEVENS, Mr. SCHWEIKER, Mr. BELLMON, 
Mr. WEICKER, and Mr. GARN' conferees on 
the part of the Senate. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I would like to extend the gratitude of the 
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Senate to the leadership and the mem
bers of the Appropriations Committee ~or 
the work they have done in presenting 
.and managing this legislation. 

This is probably one of the largest and 
most complex pieces of legislation we will 
consider this session. There are over 3,000 
line items covered by this bill. Together, 
these items amount to what probably is 
the largest appropriation figure this Sen
ate has ever approved. 

But the subject of this bill is our se
curity, and our security is not a matter 
on which we should rush consideration 
or cut corners. 

The committee gave careful attention 
to selected key areas which most affect 
our defense preparedness. The develop
ment of the MX is funded. An increased 
personnel recruiting program is sup
ported. New muscle is given to the Navy, 
and the conventional forces in all of the 
services are strengthened. 

The committee also emphasizes that 
our defense system must be energy in
dependent. The committee calls on the 
Department of Defense to convert the 
power producing facilities on our military 
bases to coal. And the committee urges 
the Department to pursue more aggres
sively a synfuels program for our mili
tary facilities. 

As a nation, we must apply our defense 
funding selectively and carefully, focus
ing on those programs which meet real 
needs and which will counter the trend 
toward strategic imbala;nce. The com
mittee has been faithful to this standard. 

We also must have a modern defense 
structure that responds to the concerns 
of this Senate, as expressed in the au
thorizing legislation, and that fulfills our 
obligations to our allies. The committee 
has been faithful to these standards, for 
this bill increases our defense expendi
tures overall by the 3 percent real growth 
for fiscal year 1980. 

And we must have a defense budget 
that is as lean as possible, that responds 
to the Nation's concern with inflation. 
The committee has been faithful to this 
standard as well. 

On behalf of myself and the Senate, I 
wish to extend our gratitude to the chair
man of the Defense Subcommittee, Sen
ator STENNIS, and the ranking minority 
member of the committee, Senator 
YOUNG. 

They have addressed the needs of the 
Nation in a full and decisive way. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, as usual, 
Senators STENNIS and YouNG have man
aged us through yet another Defense 
appropriations bill without major prob
lems. 

When one stops to consider the num
ber of items in this bill, it becomes clear 
that the efficiency with which this leg
islation has passed the Senate is an 
honest reflection on the persuasive skills 
of the managers involved. 

Let me also express sincere apprecia
tion to the members on our side of the 
aisle for their assistance in assuring 
expeditious consideration of this De
fense bill. Without a time agreement, we 
would have surely had to be in session 
tomorrow, Saturday. 

I also want to personally thank the 
managers of the bill for their able sup
port of my amendment relative to the 
MX missile basing mode. 

It is my hope that this bill will move 
in us the positive direction necessary to 
insure the continued defense of our Na
tion and the free world . 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I now yield to Mr. SARBANES. 

JOE DANZANSKY 
Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, like 

many Marylanders and other citizens in 
the National Capital area whose lives 
were touched in innumerable ways by 
Joe Danzansky, I was shocked and 
deeply saddened to learn last night of 
his sudden death. Maryland could not 
count Joe Danzansky among its citizens, 
for he was born, raised, and lived his 
entire life in the city of Washington, but 
his devotion to his native city enriched 
not only the lives of his fellow Washing
tonians but the life of the entire metro
politan area and the lives of all its 
citizens. 

Joe Danzansky was a private citizen, 
a lawyer and a businessman, with an 
extraordinary commitment to the gen
eral welfare of the community in which 
he lived and which he loved. His genuine 
warmth in his relationship with each 
individual and his deep concern for the 
less fortunate were constantly reflected 
in his actions. 

Joe Danzansky was a man whose pub
lic spirit, intelligence and integrity and, 
not incidentally, formidable energies led 
him to participate in nearly every aspect 
of the city's life. Neither his dedication 
nor his great good humor will soon be 
forgotten. His accomplishments in 
making Washington and the Nation a 
better place to live will remain his memo
rial. 

Mr. President, I ask that the excellent 
Washington Post editorial commenting 
on Joe Danzansky's life and the article 
reviewing his extraordinary career be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

JOSEPH BAER DANZANSKY 

The title was never 0fficial, but Joseph B. 
Danzansky was a Washington City Father if 
we've ever known one. Even in the last hours 
before his death yesterday at the age of 65, 
Mr. Danzansky was doing what he loved 
best-promoting his native city as if it were 
his firstborn. On this occasion it was as a 
leader in the development of Pennsylvania 
Avenue, at a meeting he began with his char
acteristic exuberance; but in the many days 
and years before this meeting, it was as a 
civic cheerleader and financial big-heart in 
every corner of the community. 

New arrivals to this city may not realize 
the significance, years back, of Mr. Dan
zansky's all-embracing love for the city and 
its people. But it still holds special meaning 
for those whose lives were once made very 
uncomfortable-financially, racially. so
cially-in a segregated town. His tall frame 
and broad grin stood out at countless civic 
gatherings-from basements to board rooms, 
from sports events to--yes-civic disorders. 
leaning forward to understand and then to 
assist . 

In business as in community service, Mr. 
Danzansky went to extra lengths to include 
all people. His extraordina.ry success as a 
businessman not only was good for the eco
nomic health of the city, but demonstrated 
the strength of a concerned partnership of 
local business interests and the people they 

serve. This philosophy, coupled with the 
worthy causes to which he gave time and 
money, was instrumental in breaking down 
racial barriers and introducing two "Wash
ingtons" to each other. So it was that the 
Metropolitan Washington Board of Trade 
began to be transformed from a tight, white 
club of frightened businessmen headed for 
suburbia into a group starting to reach out 
and rebuild after the disorders of the 1960s. 

Baseball. Banking. The United Way. Giant. 
WETA. The Jewish Community. Every Dis
trict commissioner and the two elected may
ors. The list of causes and activities and 
awards is vast . Working for Washington. 
committing himself to its prosperity, solidar
ity and general welfare-that was what Joe 
Danzansky was all about all the time. He 
can't be replaced. 

JOSEPH B. DANZANSKY DIES AT AGE 65 
(By J. Y. Smith) 

Joseph B. Danzansky, a leading member 
of Washington's business establishment and 
a notably effective supporter of consumer
ism, civil rights and related causes in the 
city, died at his home here yesterday follow
ing an apparent heart attack . He was 65. 

Although he had been hospitalized earlier 
this year for treatment of cancer, Mr. Dan
zansky remained active until the end of his 
Life. He presided yesterday morning at a 
meeting of the Pennsylvania Avenue Devel
opment Corp ., of which he was chairman, 
and later had lunch at a popular downtown 
restaurant. 

Mr. Danzansky was a successful lawyer in 
Washington. One of his principal clients was 
Giant Food Inc., and he was elected to 
Giant's board in 1949. In 1964, he gave up 
his law practice to become president of 
Giant, which was all but immobilized at 
that time by disputes in the family that 
owned it. He remained president until 1977 
and then served as chairman of the board. 
In 1978, he resigned to become chairman 
of the board of the National Bank of Wash
ington, the third largest in the city. 

While pursuing his career ln business, Mr. 
Danzansky was coming to the fore as a civic 
leader and there were few aspects of life 
here that failed to gain his attention. He 
was chairman of the United Way Campaign. 
He was president of the Metropolitan Wash
ington Board of Trade in 1971 and again in 
1976-the only person ever to hold the post 
twice. 

He tried to keep major league baseball in 
Washington and, after it was gone, he tried 
to bring it back. He served on various com
mittees for the city government. He was a 
chairman of the Mayor's Economic Develop
ment Committee and thus played a role in 
efforts to revive the neighborhoods that were 
burned and pillaged in the rioting that fol
lowed the assassination of the Rev. Dr. Mar
tin Luther King Jr. on April 4, 1968. 

Mr. Danzansky's response to the riots was 
a message that he was to repeat on numer
ous occasions in the ensuing years. It was 
this: If the business community is to con
tinue to prosper, it must meet the legitimate 
needs of all its customers, the poor as well 
as the rich. 

He had an immediate occasion to put his 
formula to the test. For in the spring of 
1968, the Poor People's Campaign descended 
on Washington and camped on the Mall. 
News of the event, which was organized by 
the Southern Christian Leadership Confer
ence, Dr. King's group, caused considerable 
disquiet among Washington businessmen. 

Mr. Danzansky addressed a meeting at the 
Board of Trade. With an unabashed patriot
ism that was characteristic of him, he told 
his listeners that the poor people had a right 
to petition their government and that the 
best thing that Washington could do was 
show· that that right would be respected. He 
urged his listeners to contribute to the wel-
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fare of the protesters while they were en
camped here. 

As the president of Giant, he set an ex
emple by contributing large quantities of 
his company's food. Other businessmen did 
likewise. 

D.C. Del. Walter E. Fauntroy one of the 
organizers of the Poor People's Campaign, 
recalls that Mr. Danzansky "not only stood 
by us in our effort to conduct a meaning
ful and nonviolent campaign, but also 
through his good offices assisted us tremend
ously in seeing to it that the persons who 
came were adequately fed ... Joe never 
wavered in his commitment to the cause of 
the poor and his efforts to bring the whole 
episode to a peaceful conclusion." 

Fauntroy said last night that Mr. Danzan
sky's performance in those days were testi
mony rto his "fa.1th, courage and compassion 
in the business community." 

The Poor People's campaign was a. turning 
point, Fauntroy said, toward improved rela
tions between the Boa.rd of Tra.de and "the 
activist community." An official of the Boa.rd 
of Trade credited Mr. Danzansky with "shap
ing the social conscience of the private soc
tor in Washington in the spring of 1968.'' 

Among other causes, Mr. Dain.za.nsky es
poused that of consumerism. In an address 
at the Smithsonian Institution in March" 
1975, he chided business for resisting con
sumer a.dvoca.tes. 

He listed five responses businesses typl
ca.lly gave to consumerism, the first of which 
was to "deny everything." The fifth, he said, 
was a decision on the part of business man
agers to "do something sbeut the problems. 

"After repeated frustration, the awakening 
comes and business reappraises its en
trenched viewpoint," he said. "It realizes that 
service to the consumer is its first obligation 
if it is to grow and prosper. It realizes that 
the best way to cope with th@ problems is to 
look at the allegations seriousiy, give respon
sibl'il consumer spokesmen a fair hearing, and 
m.a.ke a serious effort to do something con
structive to correct any shortcomings." 

In June 1977, he addresed a dinner which 
was sponsored by the Washington Urban 
Lee.gue in honor of the memory of Whitney 
M. 'Young Jr. He ca.lled for "coa.litions be
tween the city and its suburbs, between 
blacks and whites, between business, con
sumers and labor, between labor and govern
ment and voluntary organizations." 

The city, he said, ha.d been shaken by the 
riots of 1968. "Our world is very different 
now," he said. "We are somewhat sadder, but 
hopefully somewhat wiser. An enormous un
finished agenda remains before us, even if 
we acknowledge the considerable distance 
we have already come." 

On hearing of Mr. Danzansky's death, 
Mayor Marion Barry said the city had suf
fered a. aoss th8't "is well-nigh irreplaceable. 
Joe Dainzansky has been involved in every 
fa.cet of this city's life--economic, social, 
cultural, civic, and has been the driving force 
behind so many, many positive things that 
lia.ve happened in our city:~ 

Esther Peterson, a. former White House 
consumer aide who later worked for Gia.nt, 
said, "I think of this ma.n's incredible cour
age when consumerism was a dirty word. I 
think he changed a lot of American indus
try by his courage." 

Robert R. Linowes, ia. former president of 
the Board o! Trade, said Mr. Danzansky was 
"the kind of person who took great pride in 
the O Street Market situation. He had a great 
feeling for tha.t kind of thing and was part 
o! wanting to help a.nd work in the city." 

Last month, Giant opened a new market 
at 7th and P Streets NW., across from the old 
0 Street Market in the heart of the Shaw 
neighborhOOd. It is one of the first major 
new businesses in the area., one of the hard
est hit by the 1968 riots. 

Joseph Baer Da.nza.nsky was born 1n Wash
ington on May 16, 1914. He graduated frOtD 
old. Central High Soh.001 and e.ar:ned his un-

dergraduate and law degrees at George 
Washington University. He was admitted to 
the bar in 1936. In 1941, he formed a partner
ship with Raymond R. Dickey. He remained 
a partner o! Danza.nsky & Dickey until 1964, 
when he became president of Giant. 

Mr. Danzansky was a member of the boards 
of the Hebrew Academy of Washington, the 
Hebrew Home of Greater Washington and the 
Adas Israel Congregation. He was a member 
of the executive committee o! the United 
Jewish Appeal and an assistant treasurer of 
tne Greater Washingiton Jewish Community 
Foundation. He '&lso was a member of the 
National Press Olub and Woodmont Country 
Club. He was a Ma.son and a member of the 
Almas Temple. 

Survivors include his wife, the fonner 
Ethel E. Gelfand, of the home in Washing
ton: two sons, Stephen I., of Washiilgton. 
and Richard F., of Miami Beach, aind. ·!our 
grandchildren. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, wlll 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ROl3ERT C. BYRD. I yield 
Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I wish 

to join in the sentiments of my colleague 
from Maryland with respect to the death 
of Mr. Danzansky. No :finer gentleman 
ever lived on this earth than Joe 
Danzansky. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I yield to Mr. 
MAGNUSON. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I join 
with the Senator from Maryland in his 
tribute to Joe Danzansky. He was my 
neighbor. We lived in the same apart
ment house for many, many years, and I 
am going to miss him terribly. He not 
only was a great civic servant but he was 
a great friend. 

Mr. SARBANES. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I yield to Mr. RANDOLPH. 

VETERANS DAY 1979: AN HIS
TORICAL PERSPECTIVE-SENA
TOR CRANSTON AIDS VETERANS 
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, on the 

occasion of this upcoming Veterans Day, 
it is most appropriate that we remember 
and honor those men and women who 
gave their lives and those who gave their 
time and energy in service to our Nation 
in the Armed Forces. Many have made 
enormous personal sacrifices and many 
have suffered injuries that will disable 
them for the rest of their lives. All these 
brave men and women deserve our ut
most respect and admiration for their 
devotion to this country 1n its time of 
need. 

This is also an excellent opportunity, 
Mr: President, to take note of the activi
ties that have been carried out to defend 
and protect the rights and needs of those 
men and women we are honoring. 

The many veterans' service organiza
tions across the country, large and small, 
have been of tremendous assistance to 
veterans and their survivors. Through 
their national and local representatives, 
these fine organizations, representing 
millions of veterans, provide assistance 
each year in thousands of veterans' 
claims before the Veterans' Administra
tion. These well-trained, diligent service 
officers provide information about bene
fits to which their veteran "clients" may 
be entitled, assist them in applying for 

those benefits, and provide expert repre
sentation before adjudication panels and 
boards. Thousands of other members of 
these organizations volunteer their time 
in VA hospitals, nursing homes, and 
clinics to provide a very personal kind of 
help to sick and injured veterans. The 
members, officers, and employees of these 
groups give generously of their time and 
energy to help all veterans in numy other 
ways-far too numerous to mention but 
always as a reflection of deep, strong 
concern for those who served and sacri
ficed and their ·survivors. As we prepare 
to commemorate Veterans Day, let us 
remember the great debt of gratitude 
we in the Congress and in our Republic 
at large owe to our great veterans or
ganizations: 

The Senate Committees on Veterans• 
Affairs in the Senate and the House of 
Representatives have worked together 
closely over the years to assure that vet
erans and their dependents receive the 
benefits to which they are entitled, to 
make numerous improvements in exist
ing programs, and to authorize new ones 
to meet the needs and concerns of those 
to whom our country owes such a spe
cial debt. 

Mr. President, my good friend and 
able colleague, ALAN CRANSTON, has been 
a leader in these efforts since coming to 
the Senate in 1969. I recall that in Janu
ary of that year he became the chairman 
of the then Labor and Public Welfare 
Committee's Subcommittee on Veterans' 
Affairs-a position which I had previ
ously had the privilege of holding-as 
his :first major responsibility in the Sen
ate. And I remember most clearly when, 
at the beginning of the 92d Congress, 
in 1971, jurisdiction over veterans• af
fairs was assigned to a new full com
mittee, and Senator CRANSTON and I 
were appointed as among its charter 
members. Alan immediately was desig
nated as chairman of the Subcommittee 
on Health and Hospitals where I served 
with him for five years. He became 
chairman of the full Committee on Vet
erans' Affairs in 1977. 

During this entire period, I have 
worked side-by-side with ALAN CRAN· 
sTON on every major initiative in the 
veterans' area. Chairman CRANSTON has 
either sponsored or performed a major 
role in developing and enacting every 
significant piece of veterans legislation 
since 1969. He has been the principal 
author of most of this legislation. He 
has been the initiator of every piece of 
legislation-and the programs and laws 
are numerous-enacted since 1969 to 
deal with the special problems faced by 
Vietnam-era veterans. 

Mr. President, ALAN CRANSTON'S record 
of serving our Nation's veterans of all 
wars and all periods of service speaks 
for itself. 

However, Mr. President, some seem to 
feel that Congress has shirked its re
sponsibility to provide adequate pro
grams to meet the needs of our Vietnam
era veterans. I think it would be well, on 
this the eve of Veterans' Day, to ex
amine Congress' record on tbis score. 
Thus. Mr. President, I bring to my col
leagues' attention the following syn
opsis of veterans' initiatives which have 
been enacted under the leadership and 
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guidance of Senator ALAN CRANSTON 
since 1969 to help Vietnam-era veterans. 
Although much remains to be done-
and we will and can do more--we should 
not lose sight of all that has been ac
complished and how the programs that 
have been implemented are working. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to print in the RECORD a synopsis of 
congressional initiatives taken under 
Senator CRANSTON'S leadership during 
the last 10 years to provide needed serv
ices for Vietnam-era veterans. 

There being no objection, the synop
sis was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
SYNOPSIS OF CONGRESSIONAL INITIATIVES 

UNDER SENATOR ALAN CRANSTON'S LEADER
SHIP To HELP VIETNAM-ERA VETERANS, 

1969-79 
THE 91ST CONGRESS (1969-1970 ) 

Beginning in 1969, Sena.tor Cranston 
ch.a.ired an extensive Congressional investi
gation into the adequacy of VA medical ca.re 
for veterans wounded in Vietnam to explore 
the special problems confronting the VA in 
caring for veterans of th'.e Vietnam conflict. 
These hearings led to dram.a.tic improve
ments in VA hospital sta.ffing, facilities, a.nd 
services. Since 1970, six new VA hospitals 
ha.ve been built; the sta.ff-pa.tient ra.tio has 
been increased. from 157 FTEEs to 100 pa
tients in 1974 to more tha.n 200 FTEEs to 
each 100 patients; the health-ca.re staff has 
been increased by 50,000 since 1970; the 
number of outpatient clinics ha.s ,been in
creased from 209 to 219 in the la.st 5 yea.rs; 
a.nd special pay for physicians and dentists 
wa.s authorized in 1975 to improve the re
tention and recruitment of these health
care professionals. 

During the 9 lst Congress, Sena.tor Crans
ton cha.ired a. series of hea.rings on the un
employment and overall readjustment prdb
lems of returning Vietnam veterans lea.ding 
to his introduction in 1971 QI! the first re
adjustment counseling legisla.tion (S. 2091). 

In 1970, Cranston authored the Veterans' 
Education a.nd Training Amendments Act 
of 1970 (Public Law 91-219). This legisla
tion included provisions to: 

(1) Increase rates of GI Blll benefits by 
34.6 percent. During the first~ after this 
rate increase took effect, there was a 56-
percent increase in GI Bill participation. 

(2) Esta.bliSh a program of "Special As
sistance for the Educationally Disadvan
taged" under which veterans without high 
school diplomas or in need of refresher or 
remedial courses could-without charge to 
entitlement-use GI Bill benefits for pur
suit of appropriate programs of education. 
Since this program wa.s established, more 
than 407,000 veterans have received benefits 
under it. 

(3) Establish a. program for tutorial as
sistance under the GI Bill. Almost 200,000 
veterans have used tutorial assistance-re
ceiving $17.7 million in benefits-through 
this program. 

( 4) Establish the "Predischa.rge Education 
Program" to provide an opportunity for serv
ice personnel to pursue high school, remedial, 
or refresher courses-without charge to en
titlement-while on active duty. More than 
304,000 Vietnam-era. personnel participated 
in this program. 

(5) Provide for a. greatly expanded "Vet
erans Outreach Service Program" designed to 
search out recently discharged vet
erans, to advise them of benefits, and to assist 
them in obtaining them. Since enactment of 
this expanded authority, the VA has com
municated with over 6.2 million Vietnam-era 
veterans shortly after release from service, 
established 72 "one-stop" USVAC centers to 
provide complete benefit information and as
sistance to veterans, conducted job inter
viewing classes for those needing guidance in 

order to obtain meaningful employment, and 
provided veterans in rural areas with serv
ice by use of mobile vans. 

In 1970, Cranston supported a.n increase of 
rates of service-connected compensation 
(which raised the rate of compensation for 
"total disab111ty" by 12.5 percent) (Public 
La.w 91-376). Since that time, seven addi
tional rate increases have been approved by 
Congress. As of September 1979, more than 
537,000 Vietnam-era veterans were receiv
ing VA compensation---Q percent of the total 
number of veterans of the era. Since 1969, the 
basic rate for a "total disab111ty" has in
creased by 102 percent. 

In 1970, Senator Cranston authored the 
Veterans' Housing Act of 1970 (Public La.w 
91-506) which provided for VA loan guaran
ties for veterans who wish to purchase mo
bile homes. From the inception of the mobile 
home loa.n program, the VA has guaranteed 
33,684 loans. It 1s estimated that over 60 
percent of these loans-totalling almost $396 
million-were ma.de to Vietnam-era veterans. 

92ND CONGRESS (1971-1972) 

On June 17, 1971, Senator Cranston in
troduced S. 2091, the proposed "Veterans' 
Employment and Readjustment Act of 1971". 
This measure included provisions for an 
employment preference for d!isabled and 
Vietnam-era veterans under Federal con
tracts, an a.filrmative action program within 
the Federal government for employment of 
disabled and Vietnam-era veterans, improved 
job counseling and placement initiatdves un
der chapter 41 of title 38, a job training 
program allowance disregard provisions, and 
a program of readjustment medical counsel
'1ng for veterans of the Vietnam era. Although 
no action was taken on S. 2091 , provisions 
derived from the measure were incorporated 
into other legislation and were subsequently 
enacted into law in the Vietnam Era Vet
erans' Readjustment Assistance Act of 1972, 
the Vietnam Era. Veterans' Readjustment 
Assistance Act of 1974, and the Veterans' 
Health Care Amendments of 1979 (Public 
Laws 92- 540, 93-508, a.nd 96-22, respectively). 

In 1911, Cranston helped develop provi
sions in the Emergency Employment Act of 
1971 (Public Law 92-54) to require that 
veterans who served in the Indochina. area be 
given special consideration in filling Public 
Employment ~rogram (PEP) jobs. Under this 
authority, these veterans constituted 13 per
cent of all participants. 

In 1972, Cranston authored the Veterans' 
Cost-of-Instruction (VCI) Program Legisla
tion as part of the Education Act Amend
ments of 1972 (Publdc Law 92-318). This au
thority was designed to provide incentives 
and supporting funds for colleges and uni
versities to recruit veterans and to establish 
speoial programs and services necessary to 
assist GI Bill veteran-students in readjust
ing to an academic environment and to reach 
out to surrounding communities to get more 
veterans back to school under the GI Bill, 
Wlith special emphasis on educationally dis
advantaged veterans. To date, more than 
$170 million has been appropriated under 
this authority and 1,237 institutions have 
received VCI awards. 

Cranston cosponsored legislation, the Vet
erans' Compensation and Relief Act of 1972 
(Public Law 92-328), which included provi
sions to provide an annual clothing allow
ance for service-connected disabled veterans 
whose prosthetic devices or wheelchairs tend 
to tear or wear out their clothing. Since Viet
nam-era veterans suffered the loss of lower 
extremities at a rate of 300 percent higher 
than World War II veterans, this is a valu
able means of assistance to these veterans. 

In the same year, Cranston introduced 
S. 2108, the proposed "Veterans Drug and 
Alcohol Treatment and Rehab111tation Act 
of 1972." This measure was designed to pro
vide for a fully-funded, comprehensive drug 
and alcohol treatment and rehab111tation 
program for addicted veterans, including a. 
wide range of vocational and educational 

counseling and rehabilitation services and 
job placement assistance for addicted vet
erans. It also provided authority for the VA 
to furnish counseling to any Vietnam-era. 
veteran who requested such counseling so as 
to assist such veteran to readjust to civ111an 
life after discharge from the armed services 
and required the Administrator of Veterans' 
Affairs and the Secretary of Defense to ta.ke 
appropriate action to advise all eligible vet
erans of this program. This measure was 
passed by the Senate but was not acted upon 
by the House. 

In 1972, Cranston joined with Senator 
Hartke to author the Vietnam Era Veterans' 
Readjustment Assistance Act of 1972 (Pub
lic Law 92-540). This legislation included 
provisions to: 

(1) Increase GI Bill benefits by 25.7 per
cent and increase assistance rates for VA 
apprenticeship and OJT programs by 48 
percent. During the first year after this rate 
increase took effect, there was a 25-percent 
increase in the GI Bill participation rate. 

(2) Provide for advance payment of GI 
B111 benefits at the start of a. school term 
(Cranston authored). 

(3) Establish the VA work-study pro
gram for veterans attending school under 
the GI Bill (Cranston authored). An average 
of 50,000 GI Bill students have benefited 
annually from participation in this pro
gram receiving about $20 million each year 
in assistance. 

(4) Set up the VA Education Loan Pro
gram as a means of supplementary assist
ance. Since its inception, 65,761 loans have 
been made under this authority, totalling 
$63.9 milllon. 

(5) Revise chapter 451 of title 38 set
ting forth the basic veterans employment 
responsibllities of the Department of Labor 
as administered by the Veterans Emoloy
ment Service, stressing the needs of re
cently separated veterans. 

(6) Add a new chapter 42 to title 38 
to require Federal contractors to give em
phasis to employment of Vietnam-era and 
disaabled veterans and provide for man
datory listing of job openings with local 
employment service offices and priority in 
referrals to disabled and Vietnam-era vet
erans. This requirement has led to the em
ployment of more than 540,000 disabled and 
Vietnam-era veterans. 

93RD CONGRESS (1973-1974) 

In 1973, Cranston introduced again his 
drug and alcohol bill, S. 284, the proposed 
"Veterans' Drug a.nd Alcohol Treatment and 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973". This measure 
was very similar to S. 2108 in the 92nd 
Congress; it was also passed by the Senate 
but was not acted upon by the House. 

In 1973, Senator Cranston cosponsored 
s. Con. Res. 51 , to express the gratitude 
of the Congress to the Vietnam veteran for 
his efforts to make it possible for our Na
tion to observe Veterans' Day, 1973, in peace, 
and to commend the Vietnam veteran for his 
valor, courage, loyalty, and devotion to duty 
as an American serviceman. 

In 1973, Sena.tor Cranston wrote provisions 
in the Comprehensive Employment a.nd 
Training Act of 1973 (CETA) (Public Law 
93-203), based on provisions he authored in 
the Emergency Employment Act of 1971, to 
require CETA prime sponsors to give special 
consideration to certain unemployed veterans 
in filling public service employment jobs. 
Almost 2 million Vietnam-era. veterans have 
been served by CETA programs since 1973. 

In 1974, Cranston cosponsored legislation 
ultimately enacted as Public La.w 93-337 to 
extend the delimiting period under the cur
rent GI Bill from eight years to ten years. It 
is estimated that this extension has benefited 
2 million veterans at a cost of about $3 
billion. 

In 1974, Cranston authored provisions in 
the Emergency Jobs and Unemployment 
Assistance Act of 1974 (Public La.w 93-567) 
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to provide for t;he conduct, by the Secretary 
of Labor, of a special outreach and public 
information program to promote maximum 
effort to produce job and job training oppor
.tunities for Vietnam-era veterans. The De
partment of Labor has expended a total of 
$62 million under this authority and has 
conducted a wide variety of initiatives, 
including the Disabled Veterans Outreach 
Project (DVOP), which has been responsible 
for placing more than 30,000 veterans in jobs; 
and contracts with the Blinded Veterans 
Association to provide outreach counseling 
and job placement for the visually impaired 
veteran, the Flower of the Dragon to design 
a guide for community-based organizations 
on how to apply and qualify for CETA funds, 
and the National Council of Churches to pro
vide training and employment counseling for 
incarcerated veterans. 

In 1974, cranston coauthored with Senator 
Hartke the Vietnam Era Veterans' Readjust
ment Assistance Act of 1974 (enacted as Pub
lic Law 93-508 over the veto of the President). 
This measure includes provisions to: 

( 1) Increase rates of GI Bill benefits by 
25.7 percent. During the first year after this 
rate increase took effect, there was a 25-per
cent increase in GI Bill participation. 

(2) Add an additional 9 months of GI Bill 
entitlement (restricted to undergraduate 
study) for a total of 45 months of maximum 
entitlement to be earned by a veteran (Cran
ston authored). 

(3) Authorize refresher training under the 
GI Bill. 

(4) Establish the Veteran Representative 
on Campus (Vet-Rep) Program. Under this 
program more than 1,327 Vet-Reps were as
signed to 3,320 colleges across the Nation to 
assist veterans in obtaining GI Bill benefits 
(Cranston authored). 

(5) Require the Secretary of Labor to es
tablish definitive standards for determining 
compliance with the employment assistance 
programs mandated by chapter 41. 

(6) Strengthen chapter 42 to require fed
eral contractors to take affirmative action to 
employ Vietnam-era and disabled veterans 
(Cranston authored). 

(7) Establish the authority for Veterans' 
Readjustment Appointments (VRA) under 
which certain disabled and Vietnam-era vet
erans could receive non-competitive appoint
ments (up to a GS-5) in the Federal civil 
service. Since its inception, more than 125,000 
veterans have been employed under VRA ap
pointments throughout the Federal govern
ment (Cranston authored). 

(8) Extend the protections of veterans' re
employment rights to persons who prior to 
m111tary service had been employed by State 
or local governments and otherwise improve 
the veterans reemployment rights program. 

In 1974, Cranston authored the Disabled 
Veterans' and Servicemen's Automobile and 
Adaptive Equipment Amendments of 1974 
(Public Law 93-538) to liberalize eligib111ty 
requirements for Vietnam-era service-con
nected disabled veterans to receive automo
bile as.sistance grants, to increase the grant 
by 1 7 .8 percent, to add the provision of 
adaptive equipment to this benefit as well 
as driver training in the use of the adaptive 
equipment, to require the promulgation of 
quality and safety standards for adaptive 
equipment, and specifically to authorize re
search relating to improveJ::\lents in such 
adaptive equipment. 

94!H CONGRESS (1975-1976) 

In 1975, Cranston introduced the "Vet
erans' Cost-of-Instruction (VCI) Extension 
Act of 1975" (S. 2651) to extend for three 
years the authority for the VCI program, 
require increased emphasis on educationally 
disadvantaged veterans, and provide for off
setting the impact of the May 31, 1976, GI 
Bill delimiting date in the formula for de
termining which colleges were eligible for 
and the size of their grants. The provisions 
of S. 2651 were incorporated into s. 2657 
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which was enacted a.s Public Law 94-482 
with this provision. 

In 1976, Cranston cosponsored the Vet
erans' Education and Employment Assist
ance Act of 1976 (Public Law 94-502). This 
legislation provided an 8.0-percent increase 
in GI Bill benefits and contained provisions 
to (1) repeal the restriction on graduate 
study during the last nine months of a vet
eran's entitlement (Cranston authored); 
(2) iLcrease the maximum amount of a VA 
education loan; and (3) establish a Deputy 
Assistant Secretary of Labor for Vet-erans' 
Employment to be the principal advisor to 
the Secretary on veterans' employment 
issues. 

In 1976, Senator Cranston authored 
S. 2908, the proposed "Veterans' Omnibus 
Health Care Act of 1976", which included 
as title II provisions relating to the provi
sion of comprehensive treatment and re
hab111tation program for veterans suffering 
from alcohol or drug addiction which were 
similar to the provisions of S. 2108 and S. 
284. The bill also included authority to 
establish a new program to provide initial 
readjustment professional counseling for 
veterans dis~harged since the beginning of 
the Vietnam era. Although these provisions 
were approved by the Senate, the legislation 
as signed into law (Public Law 94-581) did 
not include these latter provisions. 

In 1976, Cranston authored provisions in 
the Emergency Jobs Programs Extension 
Act of 1976 (Public Law 94-444) to require 
CETA prime sponsors to make arrangements 
for maximum use of VA/ OJT and appren
ticeship programs. 

95TH CONGRESS (1977-78) 

:rn 1977, Cranston authored the GI Bill Im
provement Act of 1977 (Public Law 95-202). 
This measure included provisions to: 

(1) Increase by 6.6 percent the rates of GI 
Bill benefits. 

(2) Extend the delimiting period during 
which a veteran or eligible spouse may use 
GI Bill benefits when the veteran has a 
mental or physical disability which prevents 
initiating or completing a course of study. 
More than 2,700 veterans have received ex
tensions of their delimiting periods as a re
sult of this provision. 

(3) Extend for two additional years the 
period of time a veteran is able to receive 
direct education loans when enrolled full 
time at the time the delimiting period ex
pires. More than 1,400 veterans have received 
$1.5 million in assistance under this au
thority. 

(4) Require more extensive VA educa
tional and vocational counseling and out
reach services. 

( 5) Provide for a Federal-State matching 
program of accelerated tuition assistance for 
veterans enrolled in high-cost institutions 
of higher learning. To date, Louisiana has 
enacted legislation to establish a mechanism 
for participating in this program. 

(6) Require the VA to conduct a study iPto 
the extent to which Vi<:!tnam-era veterans 
use GI Bill entitlements, complete programs 
of education under the GI Bill, and a.chieve 
job satisfaction and readjustment. 

In 1977, Cranston authored provisions in 
the Youth Employment and Demonstration 
Projects Act of 1977 (Public Law 95-93) to: 

(1) Provide for increased participation 
in public service employment programs by 
disabled and Vietnam-era veterans under 35 
years of age through the development by 
prime sponsors of local goals for such 
veterans. 

(2) Provide for representation on local, 
State, and n'.l.tional employment planning 
councils by representatives of veterans orga
nizations. 

In 1977, Cranston coauthored with Senator 
Gary Hart an amendment, approved by the 
Senate, to the Public Works Employment Act 
to require special consideration for dis3'bled 
veterans and Vietnam-era veterans in hiring 
to carry out public works projects. As en-

acted, Public Law 95-28 directs the Secretary 
of Commerce, in consultation with the Sec
retary of Labor, and consistent with existing 
collective bargaining agreements and · prac
tices, to promulgate regulations to assure 
special consideration to the employment of 
disabled veterans. 

In 1977, Cranston authored an amendment 
to the Tax Reduction and Simplification Act 
of 1977 to include, as target categories in the 
new jobs tax credit, Vietnam-era and dis
abled veterans participating in VA vocational 
rehabilitation programs. This provision was 
passed by the Senate; however, as enacted 
Public Law 95....,.30 .restricted credit only to 
disabled veterans. 

In 1978, Senator Cranston authored an 
amendment to legislation enacted as Public 
Law 95-336 to provide that institutions par
ticipating in the VCI program do not lose 
eligib111ty as a result of declining veteran 
enrollments. 

In 1978, Senator Cranston authored the 
Veterans' Housing Benefits Act of 1978 
(Public Law 95-476). This legislation includ
ed provisions to: 

(1) Increase from $25,000 to $30,000 the 
maximum amount of grants for specially 
adapted housing to assist severely disabled 
veterans. Because of the proportionately 
greater number of Vietnam-era veterans 
who· have suffered the severe disability re
quirement for eligibilty for specially adapted 
housing, this increase is particularly bene
ficial to veterans of that era. 

(2) Extend entitlements to VA home, con
dominium, and mobile home loan guaranties 
and loans to additional Vietnam-era veter
ans by reducing from 181 days to 90 days the 
length-of-service requirement. 

In 1978, Q-anston authored the VA Pro
grams Extension Act of 1978 · (Public Law 
95-5~0). '.!'his measure included provisions 
to:· 

(1) Extend for 3 years (until September 
30, 1981) the VRA appointments authority 
and expand the VRA program by removing 
all limitations based on the date of the 
veteran's discharge, raising the maximum 
civil service service grade appointment from 
GS-5 to GS-7, and making any service-con
nected disabled veterans rated at 10% or 
more eligible for an appointment regard
less of years of education completed. 

(2) Give service-connected disabled veter
ans the right to file with the Veterans Em
ployment Service in the Department of Labor 
a complaint that he or she has been dis
criminated against because of handicap by 
a Federal contractor. 

In 1978, Cranston authored provisions re
lating to veterans employment in the Com
prehensive Employment and Training Act 
Amendments of 1978 (Public Law 95-524) 
to: 

( 1) Require that, with respect to public 
service jobs, prime sponsors give special 
consideration to disabled and Vietnam-era 
veterans (with special emphasis on Vietnam 
theatre veterans) and provide special focus 
on developing jobs using skills acquired 
in military service. 

(2) Require the Secretary to take appro
priate steps to provide for increased partici
pation of disabled and Vietnam-era veterans 
(with soecial emphasis on theatre veterans) 
in all CETA job and job training opportuni
ties. 

(3) Promote maximum arrangements by 
CETA prime sponsors for utilization of ap
prenticeship and other OJT opportunities 
available under the GI Bill. 

(4) Require the Secretary of Labor to co
ordinate with the Administrator of Veterans' 
Affairs in carrying out all of the Depart
ment's responsibilities with respect to vet
erans under CET A. 

(5) Add veterans' organization representa
tives as permanent members of local, State, 
and national planning councils. As of Oc
tober 1, 1979, 365 prime sponsors had vet
erans representatives serving on their plan
ning councils. 
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(6) Include as a special Federal respon

sibUity of the Secretary the conduct of the 
veterans' outreach and public information 
program enacted by Public Law 94-567. 

In 1978, Senator Cranston coauthored with 
Senators Nelson and Moynihan provisions in 
the Revenue Act of 1978 (Public Law 95-
600) to authorize the Targeted Jobs Tax 
Credit program designed to promote in
creased employment of seven "target groups" 
including low-income Vietnam-era veterans 
under 35 yea.rs of age and disabled veterans 
participating in vocational rehabllitation 
programs. The program was implemented in 
May 1979, and, as of July 31, 1979, 3152 
Vietnam-era veterans have been certified as 
eligible for the credit and 880 have been 
employed. 

Throughout 1977 and 1978, Cranston led 
the fight in the Senate to retain veterans 
preferenoe in civil service jobs. As part of 
the Civil Service Reform Act of 1978 (Pub
lic Law 95-454), he authored provisions 
to strengthen civil service job protections 
for service-connected disabled veterans and 
establish a new authority for excepted ap
pointments for seriously service-oonneoted
disa.bled veterans. 

96TH CONGRESS (1979-1980) 

In 1979, Senator Cranston authored S. 
870, the proposed "GI Bill Amendments Act 
of 1979" which was reported by the Com
mittee on September 7 and is pending on 
the Senate calendar. Provisions in this 
measure would, if enacted: 

(1) Extend, effective January 1, 1980, un
til Decemlber 31, 1982, the period of time 
in which those Vietnam-era. veterans whose 
delimiting periods have expired or will ex
pire before 1983 may use GI B111 benefits 
for the pursuit of on-job or apprenticeship 
training or, in the case of those veterans 
who do not have a. high school diploma., 
for the pursuit of secondary education or 
vocational objective courses. 

(2) Provide that, solely for the purposes 
of determining eligibility for an extension 
of the delimiting period as a. result of a 
disability, an alcohol or drug dependence 
or abuse disabllity from which the vet
eran has recovered shall not be considered 
to be the result of the veteran's w1llful 
misconduct. 

In 1979, Cranston cha.ired hearings on the 
issues related to incarcerated veterans to 
explore the difficulties faced by imprisoned 
veterans in obtaining benefits to which they 
are entitled. 

Cranston coauthored with Sena.tor Ha.rt 
S. 330, the proposed "Veterans' Administra
tion Adjudication Procedure and Judicial Re
.view Act", a measure that would a.mend title 
38 to permit a. veteran whose claim for VA 
benefits is denied by the agency to appeal 
such a decision to a federal court, a. right 
that is precluded by present law. The legis
lation would also amend title 38 to permit a 
claimant before the VA to pa.y a.n attorney a. 
reasonable fee for legal representation a.nd 
would codify the procedures applicable in 
VA administrative proceedings adjudicating 
claims for benefits. This legislation, which 
wa.s passed by the Senate on September 17, is 
widely supported by groups of Vietnam-era. 
veterans on the ground that the statutory bar 
to judicial review of VA claims decisions. 
which dates from 1933, should be removed 
because it is a.n a.na.chronistic, outdated dis
crimination against veterans. 

Senator Cranston authored and led the 
fight for passage of the Veterans' Health Ca.re 
Amendments of 1979, sirm.ed into law a.s Pub
llc Law 96-22 on June 13, 1979. This measure 
contains a number of important new VA 
health-ca.re programs-several of which Sena.
tor Cranston has been advocating since 1971. 
Most directly targeted to Vietnam-era veter
ans is the readtustment counseling program, 
under which the VA ls finally authorized to 
provide readjustment counseling for those 

Vietnam-era. veterans who have not made a 
successful transition from their m1litary serv
ice to civ1lian life. The agency is establish
ing 85 store-front fa.c1lities a.cross the coun
try, staffed by outreach teams that will go 
into the community to locate and assist Viet
nam-era. veterans. The emphasis of the pro
gram wm be on peer counseling in a. non
forma.l setting so a.s to encourage the par
ticipation of those veterans distrustful of nor
mal VA and other governmental efforts. It 
is estimated that 1,970,000 Vietnam-era. vet
erans will participate in this program in the 
first two years. 

Three other improvements in VA's hea.lth
ca.re programs enacted in Public Law 96-22 
will also benefit Vietnam-era veterans: new 
authority for the VA to enter into contracts 
with half-way houses and other community 
facilities for the treatment of veterans suf
fering from alcohol and drug abuse depend
encies; authority for the VA to provide pre
ventive health care services for veterans with 
service-connected disabilities rated at 50 per
cent or greater and veterans receiving care 
for service-connected disabilities; and exten
sion of dental care benefits to all veterans 
with 100-percent service-connected disabili
ties a.nd to those who were prisoners of wa.r 
for at least 6 months. . 

In 1979, Cranston authored legislation 
(R.R. 2282 as passed by the Senate) to pro
vide for a.n 11.1-percent increase in rates of 
VA service-connected compensation. The 
House of Representatives had originally ap
proved a.n 8.3-percent increase and has now 
passed a. 9.9-percent increase. 

During the First Session of the 96th Con
gress, Sena.tor Cranston has sponsored two 
a.m~ndments to Senate-passed b1lls (R.R. 
2282 and R.R. 3892) to direct the Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare to conduct 
an epidemiological study to determine if 
there may be long-term health effects in hu
mans from exposure to dioxin, the toxic sub
stance found in Agent Orange. The amend
ment was deleted from H.R. 2282 by the 
House of Representatives on October 30, 1979, 
but ls pending before the House in R.R. 3892, 
the proposed "Veterans' Administration 
He'l.lth Resources and Programs Extension 
Act of 1979"'. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. President, I 
wish to join the senior Senator from West 
Virginia. Mr. RANDOLPH. in commending 
the chairman of the Veterans' Affairs 
r.ommittee. the distinguished senior Sen
i:i.tor from California, Mr. CRANSTON. for 
t.he tremendous amount of work that the 
Veterans' Affairs Committee has accom
olished in the short time that the senior 
Senator from California has been its 
~hairman. He has taken aggressive 
leadership to institute new programs and 
to improve existing programs in behalf of 
veterans of all wars. I congratulate him 
for the manner in which he has handled 
the calendar of the committee. I am 
proud to serve as a member of the Vet
erans' Affairs Committee under his 
chairmanship. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Hawaii very 
much for his very generous remarks and 
for his very fine work on the Veterans' 
r.ommittee. He. too, is a verv, very effec
tive worker for the needs of veterans of 
all wars. and I thank him for his work 
on the committee. for the opportunity to 
work with him, and for what he does in 
hi-. own rig;ht. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. I thank the chair
man. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. Prec-ident. I also 
thank the Senator from West Virginia 
(Mr. RANDOLPH) for his very fine state-

ment about the work of the Senate Vet
erans' Affairs Committee, and I thank 
him for his very generous remarks about 
my own work in behalf of the veterans of 
our country. 

I want to say that no one has been 
more for the veterans of our country 
than Senator RANDOLPH of West Virginia. 
He is a valued and effective member of 
the Veterans' Affairs Committee, and he 
himself has rendered great service over 
many, many years. 

NAVAL PE'I'ROLEUM AND OIL SHALE 
RESERVES AUTHORIZATION ACT. 
1980-CONFERENCE REPORT 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

on behalf of Mr. HART, I submit a report 
of the committee of conference on H.R. 
3354 and ask for its immediate consid
eration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re
port will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The committee of conference on the dis

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (R.R. 
3354) to authorize appropriations for fiscal 
year 1980 for conservation, exploration, de
velopment, a.nd use of na.va.l petroleum re
serves a.nd na.va.l oil shale reserves, and for 
other purposes, having met, after tun and 
free conference, have a.greed to recommend 
and do recommend to their respective :Houses 
this report, signed by a.11 of the conferees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senate will proceed to the 
consideration of the conference report. 

<The conference report is printed in 
the House proceedings of the RECORD of 
November 8, 1979.) 
• Mr. HART; Mr. President, when the 
Congress passed the Department of En
ergy Organization Act, jurisdiction over 
the naval petroleum and oil shale re
serves was transferred to the new De
partment of Energy. The legislation that 
created the Department of Energy re
qutred that there be annual authoriza
tion of the appropriations necessary to 
explore, develop, operate, and maintain 
these reserves. The conference report 
now before the Senate is that annual 
authorization bill which provides the 
necessary authority to operate the naval 
petroleum reserves for fl.seal year 1980. 

I would call mv colleagues' attention 
to two points in this bill. First, the total 
authorizatton to operate and maintain 
the reserves during fl.seal year 1980 is 
less than $100 million. Receipts from the 
sale of crude oil which will be produced 
by these reserves is expected to total 
nearly $1 billion for fiscal year 1980. 
Second, the only signtflcant issue to be 
resolved by the conferees involved the 
continued management of the reserves 
by naval officers. The House bill included 
a requirement for 16 naval officers to be 
assigned to the reserves in fiscal year 
1980. The Senate amendment deleted this 
reouirement. The compromise agreed to 
bv the conferees retains the requirement 
for naval officers to continue to be as
signed to kev management positions 
within the reserves and dire-ts that the 
Director of the Office of Naval Petroleum 
and Oil Shale Reserves shall continue to 
be a Navy captain. 
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The conferees were in agreement that: 

First, Navy management in the past has 
been outstanding; second, that the naval 
petroleum reserves, originally set aside 
for national defens"e purposes, should 
continue to be managed with primary 
consideration to national defense needs; 
and third, that, therefore, continued 
Navy management is appropriate. 

Mr. President, these naval petroleum 
reserves are the only Federal oilfields in 
existence. My colleagues might be inter
ested in some very interesting testimony 
concerning the cost to produce crude oil 
from these reserves. Based on Depart
ment of Energy figures, if the total in
vestment to date is divided by the total 
crude oil production to date, the cost 
per barrel of crude oil at the Elks Hill 
Reserve at the wellhead is about $3. That 
same oil is being sold competitively for 
an average of $17 per barrel. A compa
rable calculation for the Teapot Dome 
Reserve indicates a cost of about $8 per 
barrel for crude oil that is now being 
sold competitively at $22 per barrel. 

Mr. President, I would urge my col
leagues to support this conference report 
and would be pleased to respond to any 
questions.• 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of the conference report on 
the fiscal year 1980 Naval Petroleum Re
serves Authorization Act. 

The report provides for funding 
authority to operate the Nation's naval 
petroleum and oil shale reserves at a cost 
of less than $100 million annually. These 
reserves are expected to produce approx
imately $1 billion in receipts during fiscal 
year 1980. 

Mr. President, the •conference did not 
accept the Senate position that this 
authority be a continuing one. Based 
upon information available at the con
ference, it is my opinion the House posi
tion on this point was sound, and I am 
pleased the Senate receded. 

Mr. President, I urge prompt and 
favorable action on this conference re
port. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the conference 
report. 

The conference report was agreed to. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I move to reconsider the vote by which 
·the conference report was agreed to. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AU-
THORIZATION, 1980-CONFER-
ENCE REPORT 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I submit a report of the committee of 
conference on S. 1319 and ask for its im
mediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re
port will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The committee of conference on the dis

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the House to the bill (S. 
1319) to authorize certain construction at 
military installations, and for other pur
poses, having met, after full and free con
ference, have a.greed to recommend and do 

recommend to their respective Houses this 
report, signed by a majority of the conferees. 

The PRESIDIN'G OFFICER. Without 
objection, th~ Senate will proceed to the 
consideration of the conference report. 

<The conference report is printed in 
the House proceedings of the RECORD of 
November 8, 1979.) 
• Mr. HART. Mr. President, the matter 
before the Senate is the conference re
port on S. 1319, the fiscal year 1980 mili
tary construction authorization bill. 

The Department of Defense requested 
new authorization for military construc
tion for fiscal year 1980 and supple
mental authority for fiscal year 1979 in 
the total amount of $3,925,836,000. This 
request provided for the construction of 
new facilities for the Active and Reserve 
Military Forces and for the operation 
and maintenance of the military's inven
tory of family housing. 

As passed by the Senate, s. 1319 pro
vided for $3,730,556,000 in new author
ization. The bill as amended by the 
House provided $3,843,449,000 for new 
construction. The conference committee 
agreed to new authority in the amount 
of $3,838,846,000, which is approximately 
$87 million less than the administra
tion's request. 

The bill that was finally agreed to ade
quately accommodates the highest prior
ity construction needs of the military 
services. I invite my colleagues' atten
tion to the printed conference report for 
details which I do not intend to get into, 
unless there are questions. 

As has been our effort in recent years, 
we have continued to attempt through 
this bill to encourage energy conserva
tion practices in the Defense Depart
ment. Last year this bill contained a pro
vision requiring that 25 percent of all 
new facilities that were put under design 
were to include solar system analyses. 
Based on testimony, it appears that the 
Department of Defense will play a major 
role in accelerating the widespread use 
of solar systems. The fruits of this solar 
provision are exPected in the fiscal year 
1981 construction program, since proj
ects that are now under design will be 
requested for construction in the fiscal 
year 1981 program. This year we have 
expanded that solar provision to require 
the Defense Department to look at the 
solar option on every project where there 
is the potential to save fossil fuel derived 
energy. 

There is a second provision in this bill 
to which I would invite my colleagues' 
attention. I have reference to section 807 
which permits military installations to 
use mass transit vehicles within the in
stallation on a reimbursable basis. we 
envision that at many installations which 
are near major metropolitan areas, this 
provision will not only save energy, but 
it will significantly reduce air pollution. · 

Mr. President, as I said at the outset, 
this bill provides for the most serious 
capital needs of the military services. I 
urge support of the conference report 
and would be pleased to answer ques
tions, if there are any.• 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of the military authorization 
bill conference report on S. 1319. 

The conference has agreed to an au-

thority for $3.8 billion in new construc
tion for the 1980 fiscal · year. This is 
slightly below the administration request, 
this difference mainly attributable to the 
Senate's insistence that our NATO a1iles 
share in more of the costs or' join1rfaclli
ties in Europe. 

Mr. President, it should also be noted 
that the Senate increased the Reserve 
military construction allotment by $20 
million, and this position was agreed to 
by the House. 

Unfortunately the Reserve and Guard 
have a backlog of military construction 
projects totaling over $700 million. The 
Senate's action in addressing this issue 
should encourage the administration to 
propose more Guard and Reserve proj
ects next year. 

Mr. President, overall this conference 
report addresses our highest priority 
projects. I urge the Senate to approve 
this report promptly. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the conference 
report. 

The conference report was agreed to. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I move to reconsider the vote by which 
the conference report was agreed to. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
APPROPRIATIONS, 1980-CONFER
ENCE REPORT 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

on behalf of myself I submit a report of 
the committee of conference on H.R. 
4930, the Interior appropriations bill, 
and I ask for its immediate considera
tion, after which I ask that Mr. HUDDLE
STON then be recognized. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re
port will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The committee of conference on the dis

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
4930) making appropriations for the Depart
ment of the Interior and related agencies for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1980, 
and for other purposes, having met, after full 
and free conference, have agreed to recom
mend and do recommend to their respective 
Houses this report, signed by all of the con
ferees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senate will proceed to the 
consideration of the conference report. 

<The conference report is printed in 
the House proceedings of the RECORD of 
November 8, 1979.) 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I would like to take a few moments to 
highlight a few of the many very im
portant provisions contained in the con
ference report on the Interior appropri
ations bill, H.R. 4930. Agreement of the 
conferees was reached late yesterday. 
The House adopted the conference re
port earlier today by a vote of 271 to 46, 
and I want the Senate to adopt the con
ference report this afternoon and send 
it to the President this evening. As win
ter nears it is essential that the low
income assistance program contained in 
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this bill be implemented as soon as 
possible. 

The conferees labored long and hard 
to forge a low-income energy assistance 
program which offers substantial help to 
Americans who are being forced to the 
wall by skyrocketing heating fuel costs. 
This $1.35 billion program is designed to 
reach recipients in time to help them 
meet the crunch of fuel bills this winter. 

The report contains $150 million for 
distribution by the Community Services 
Administration for crisis intervention. 
This money is in addition to the $250 
million already appropriated for this 
purpose under the continuing resolution. 
Pipelines are primed for this money and 
it can be distributed immediately. 

The conference report contains $400 
million for a special one-time payments 
to recipients of supplemental security in
come. This element of the legislation 
contained a time constraint since the 
administration had told the conferees 
that in order to get these checks out by 
the first week of January, we needed to 
provide them with distribution formula 
by November 9. So, thanks to the efforts 
of the conferees and staff, we have met 
this deadline. 

Finally, the bill appropriates $800 for 
distribution to the States for payments 
to recipients of aid to families with de
pendent children or for block grants for 
plans which must be approved by HEW. 
An option is given to States to submit 
plans which have already been approved 
by the CSA. Over 49 States already had 
to have their pJans approved by CSA 
under the crisis intervention program. 

The legislative journey of this sub
stantial program began with a $1.2 bil
lion Javits amendment to the Interior 
appropriations bill. The House then 
passed and sent to the Senate an urgent 
supplemental appropriating $1.35 billion. 
It was the conviction of the Senate lead
ership and of the Senate conferees that, 
since the Interior appropriations bill was 
already in conference, it offered the most 
expeditious vehicle for rapid enactment 
of the program. 

The Senate is moving ahead on other 
fronts on low-income energy assistance. 
The Labor and Human Resources Com
mittee has a bill on the calendar, S. 1724, 
which would authorize $3 billion in fiscal 
year 1981 and $4 billion in fiscal year 
1982. The Finance Committee, in a dem
onstration of the depth of the Senate's 
commitment to easing the sting of high 
fuel costs, has allocated half the revenues 

which would be raised by its version of 
the windfall profit tax to low- and mod
erate-income assistance. As reported by 
committee, $69 billion is set aside over 
the next 10 years for this critical need. 
The Interior appropriations conference 
report provides that funding for the low
income fuel assistance program come 
from the windfall profit revenue, when 
this measure is enacted. 

Last night the Senate overwhelmingly 
approved legislation to accelerate devel
opment of our domestic energy resources. 
As a part of this package, the Senate en
dorsed a $20 billion program to get this 
county moving into the commercial pro
duction of synthetic fuels from coal. 

As part of the Interior appropriation 
bill, the Senate previously voted to com
mit $20 billion to the production of al
ternative fuels by appropriating that 
sum to a special energy security reserve 
to be established in the Treasury. This 
measure, which I authored as an amend
ment to the Interior appropriations bill, 
will allow funds to be readily transferred 
to the Synthetic Fuels Corporation once 
that entity is established. Of the total. 
$2.2 billion will be available immediately 
for site feasibility studies of potential 
synthetic fuel plants and for purchase 
agreements and price supports for al
ternate fuel production. Once Congress 
has finally approved the authorization 
legislation, these funds will be available 
for the program of financial incentives 
which was incorporated into the energy 
production bill. This action represents a 
real commitment to achieving energy in
dependence through use of our abundant 
and secure energy resources. 

The administration responded to num
erous requests to submit a budget amend
ment providing for the construction of 
two solvent refined coal plants. I am 
pleased to say that the conferees adopted 
the levels agreed to by the Senate for 
these projects-a total of $54 million for 
SRC II, and a total of $47 million for 
SRC I for operating and construction 
costs in fiscal year 1980. 

The need for both solid and liquid sub
stitutes for crude oil and refined prod
ucts is great. The SRC processes will pro
duce both. The liquid fuel <SRC ID can 
be used as boiler fuel, heating oil, and in 
modified form, as a substitute for gaso
line. SRC I produces a solid fuel suitable 
for boiler fuel and heavy oil uses. 

I am pleased that the conference re
port embodies the Senate language on 
this important matter. 

Mr. President, these are some of the 

many important elements in the confer
ence report. This is legislation which 
merits strong support and speedy action. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, 
first I want to thank the distinguished 
majority leader, the chairman of the 
subcommittee, who handled this legisla
tion, for the tremendous job he did and 
the assistance he gave in shepherding 
this legislation through the subcommit
tee, the full committee, and the fioor of 
the Senate and the conference commit
tee. His leadership was vital to the suc
cess of this bill. Certainly the distin
guished ranking member, the Senator 
from Alaska <Mr. STEVENS), also de
serves commendation. Probably more 
than anybody in this body he knows 
about every detail of this particular leg
islation. His assistance was certainly in
valuable in producing the product we 
have presented to the Senate at this 
time. 

Mr. President, the conference agree
ment we bring to the fioor today on the 
Interior and related agencies appropria
tions bill represents the culmination of 
months of hearings and markup sessions. 
The agreement itself consumed 4 days 
of long conference negotiations with the 
House managers. This year, as never be
fore, the committee was confronted with 
difficult and complex issues, and these 
issues required intense negotiations to 
resolve. I believe this agreement is the 
best that could be achieved under these 
difficult circumstances. 

Total funding in this final bill is a 
record $30.3 billion-nearly $18 billion 
over the fiscal 1979 level. Despite deter
mined efforts of the committee and the 
conferees, the finaJl total is nearly $273 
million over the budget, and it is $733.2 
million over the amount approved by the 
Senate. Because we have included multi
billion dollar allowances for alternative 
fuels production and emergency fuel as
sistance, it is also more than $20 billion 
over the appropriation approved by the 
House when it passed the bill last July. 
It should be noted, however, that the 
Senate considered more than $21.6 bil
lion in budget requests not considered by 
the House. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a comparative tabulation of 
the fiscal 1979 appropriations and the 
budget, House, Senate, and conference 
committee allowances for fiscal year 1980 
be printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the tabula
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY-FISCAL YEAR 1980 

(Fiscal yearsJ 

New budget authority 

Enacted, 1979 Estimates, 1980 House, 1980 

TITLE I-DEPARTMENT 
OF THE INTERIOR 

LAND AND WATER 
RESOURCES 

Bureau of Land Management 

Management of lands and 
resources ________________ $342, 756, 000 $296, 231, 000 $295, 361, 000 

Acquisition, construction, 
16, 343, 000 and maintenance. ________ 19, 011, 000 16, 343, 000 

Payments in lieu of taxes .... 105, 000, 000 108, 000, 000 108, 000, 000 

Senate, 1980 Conference, 1980 

$295, 836, 000 $301, 896, 000 

16, 343, 000 
108, 000, 000 

16, 343, 000 
108, 000, 000 

Conference compared with-

Enacted, 1979 Estimate, 1980 House bill Senate bill 

-$40, 860, 000 +$5, 665, 000 +$6, 535, 000 +$6, 060, 000 

-2, 668, 000 --------------------------------------------------
+3, 000, ~ ---------------------------------------------------
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New budget authority Conference compared with-

Enacted, 1979 Estimates, 1980 House, 1980 Senate, 1980 Conference, 1980 Enacted, 1979 Estimate, 1980 House bill Senate bill 

Oreeon and California grant 
lands (indefinite, appro-
priation of receipts) ______ _ 

Range improvements (in
definite, appropriation of 
receipts) _______________ _ 

Recreation development and 
operation of recreation 
facilities (indefinite, 
special fund) ____________ _ 

Service charRes. deposits. 
and forfeitures (indefinite, 
sperial fund) __ __ - ---- ----

Miscellaneous trust funds 
(indefinite). ____ _____ -~ __ 

$SS, 000, 000 $SS, 000, 000 

8, 66S, 000 10, 900, 000 

300, 000 300, 000 

13, 7SO, 000 13, 7SO, 000 

100, 000 100, 000 

$SS, 000, 000 tSS, 000, 000 $SS, 000, 000 - -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ------

10, 900, 000 10, 900, 000 10, 900, 000 +$2, 23S, 000 --------- -- -- ---- -- -------- ------------------------

300, 000 300, 000 300, 000 -- -- - -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- ---- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- --

13, 7SO, 000 13, 7SO, 000 13, 7SO, 000 ------- -- -- ------ -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- ---- ------ -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

100, 000 100, 000 100. 000 ----- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- --
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

Tot a I, Bureau of Land 
Management_ _______ _ 

Office of Water Research and 
Technology 

Salaries and expenses ______ _ 

S44, S82, 000 

28, 3S7, 000 

SOO, 624, 000 499, 7S4, 000 soo, 229, 000 

30, 739, 000 30, 977, 000 30, 522, 000 

S06, 289, 000 -38, 293, 000 +$S, 66S, 000 +$6, S3S, 000 +$6, 060, 000 

30, 781, 000 +2. 424, 000 +42,000 -196, 000 +2S9, 000 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

To ta I, Land and Water 
Resources_. ________ _ 

FISH AND WILDLIFE AND 
PARKS 

Heritage Conservation and 
Recreation Service 

Salaries and expenses _______ 
Urban park and recreation 

fund ____________________ 
land and Water Conserva-

S72, 939, 000 

IS, 174, 000 

20, 000, 000 

tion Fund (indefinite)_ ____ 737, 02S, 000 
Pinelands National Reserve _____ _____________ 
Historic preservation fund. __ 60, 000, 000 

Total , Heritage Conser-
vation and Recreation 
Service. ____________ 832, 199, 000 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service 

Resource management.. ____ 200, 439, 000 
Construction and anadro· 

mous fish _________ ______ 97, 8S6, 000 
Migratory bird conservation 

account (definite, repay-
able advance) ____________ 10, 000, 000 

Development and operation 
of recreation facilities (in-
definite, special fund) _____ ISO, 000 

Total, U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. _____ 308, 44S, 000 

National Park Service 

Operation of the national 
park service. ___ --------- 387, 806, 000 

Construction _______________ 118, 488, 000 
Appropriation to liquidate 

S3l, 363, 000 

14, 9S4, 000 

150, 000, 000 

S98, 000, 000 
12, 000, 000 
4S, 000, 000 

819, 9S4, 000 

208, oss, 000 

47, S74, 000 

10, 000, 000 

200, 000 

265, 829, 000 

394, 177, 000 
87, 718, 000 

S30, 731, 000 S30, 7Sl, 000 537, 070, 000 -3S, 869, 000 +5, 101, ooo +6, 339, ooo +6, 319, ooo 

IS, 6S6, 000 IS, 289, 000 IS, 3Sl, 000 +m, ooo +397, 000 -30S, 000 +62, ooo 

12S, 000, 000 125, 000, 000 12S, 000, 000 +10s, ooo, ooo -2S, 000, 000 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
447, 059, 000 SS4, 547, 000 S09, 194, 000 -227, 831, 000 -88, 806, 000 +62, 135, 000 -4S, 353, 000 

12, 000, 000 -------------------------------------------------- -12, 000, 000 -12, 000, 000 -----------------
50, 000, 000 67, SOO, 000 SS, 000, 000 -S, 000, 000 +10, 000, 000 +s, ooo, ooo -12, soo, ooo 

649, 71S, 000 762, 336, 000 704, S4S, 000 -127, 6S4, 000 - llS, 409, 000 +s4, 830, 000 -S7, 791, 000 

207, oss, 000 20S, 421, 000 206, 641, 000 +s. 202, 000 -1, 414, 000 -414, 000 +1, 220, 000 

S6, 327, 000 S6, 94S, 000 S8, 757, 000 -39, 099, 000 +11, 183, 000 +2, 430, 000 +1, 812, 000 

IS, 000, 000 8, 400, 000 IS, 000, 000 +s, ooo, ooo +s, ooo, ooo __________ ______ __ +6, 600, ooo 

200, 000 200, 000 200, 000 +so, ooo _______ ____________________________ -- -- -- ______ __ --

278, S82, 000 270, 966, 000 280, 598, 000 -27, 847, 000 +14, 769, 000 +2, 016, 000 +9, 632, 000 

383, S12, 000 380, 244, 000 382, 77S, 000 -S, 031, 000 -11, 402, 000 -737, 000 +2, S31, 000 
97, 144, 000 119, 938, 000 112, 154, 000 -6, 334, 000 +24, 436, 000 +1s, 010, ooo -7, 784, 000 

contract authority. _________ ______ ------ _____________________________ ______ _____________ 
Rescission of an appro-

(lS, soo, 000) (+ls, sso, 000) ( + lS, soo, 000) (+ls, SOO, 000) (+IS, soo, 000) 

priation to liquidate 
contract authority __________ ------ __________________ ____ ------ __________ ( -S, SS2, 000) ( -S, 5S2, 000) ( -s, SS2, 000) ( -s, 5S2, 000) (-S, SS2, 000) _________________ 

Planning, development, and 
operation of recreation 
facilities(indefinite, special fund) ___________________ IS, 478, 000 28, 465, 000 15, 781, 000 16, 217, 000 16, 217, 000 +739,000 -12, 248, 000 +436, 000 -----------------

John F. Kennedy Center for 
the Performing Arts ______ 4, oss, 000 4, 287, 000 3, 87S, 000 4, 030, 000 4, 030, 000 -2S, 000 -2S7, 000 +155, 000 -----------------

Total, National Park 
Service ______________ S2S, 827, 000 Sl4, 647, 000 500, 312, 000 S20, 429, 000 SIS, 176, 000 -10, 6Sl, 000 +S29, 000 +14, 864, 000 -S, 2S3, 000 

Total, Fish and Wildlife 
and Parks ___________ 1, 666, 471, 000 1, 600, 430, 000 1, 428, 609, 000 1, S53, 731, 000 1, soo, 319, 000 -166, 1~2. 000 -100, 111, 000 +11, 710, 000 -S3, 412, 000 

ENERGY AND MINERALS 

Geolog ica I Survey 

Surveys, investigations, and 
research _________ ________ 418, 606, 000 4S9, 321, 000 448, 290, 000 4SO, 80S, 000 4S2, oss, 000 +33, 449, 000 -7, 266, 000 +3, 76S, 000 +1, 2SO, 000 

Exr~~~t~~~~:v~af ~o~1~~~~~:- 231, 048, 000 4, 427, 000 14S, 927' 000 175, 627, 000 17S, 627, 000 -SS, 421, 000 +m. 200, ooo +29, 700, 000 --------------- --

Total, Geological Survey_ 649, 6S4, 000 463, 748, 000 S94, 217, 000 626, 432, 000 627, 682, 000 -21, 972, 000 +163, 934, 000 +33, 46S, 000 +1, 2SO, 000 

Bureau of Mines 

Mines and minerals _________ 148, S07, 000 13S, 194, 000 134, 883, 000 131, 603, 000 132, 753, 000 -15, 754, 000 -2, 441, 000 -2, 130, 000 +l, 150, 000 
Helium fund (permanent 

contract authority) ________________________ ( 47, soo, 000) ______ ---- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- ( -47, soo, 000) ____ -------- -- -- -- -- -------- -- -- -- --

Total, Bureau of Mines __ 148, S07, 000 13S, 194, 000 134, 883, 000 131, 603, 000 132, 7S3, 000 - lS, 7S4, 000 -2, 441, 000 -2, 130, 000 +1, lSO, 000 
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COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY-FISCAL YEAR 1980-Continued 

[Fiscal years) 

Enacted, 1979 · Estimates, 1980 

ENERGY AND MINERALS 
Geological Survey-Cont'd. 

Office of Surface Mining 
Reclamation and Enforce· 
ment 

Regulation and technology___ $53, 944, 000 
Abandoned mine reclama· 

tion fund (definite, trust 
fund>-.------------------ 61, 451, 000 

$81, 320, 000 

113, 916, 000 

New budget authority 

House, 1980 

$85, 520, 000 

111, 416, 000 

Conference rompared with-

Senate, 1980 Conference, 1980 Enacted, 1979 Estimate, 1980 House bill Senate bill 

$82, 625, 000 $84, 687, 000 +$30, 743, 000 +$3, 367, 000 -$833, 000 H2, 062, ooo 

94, 916, 000 94, 916, 000' +33, 465, 000 -19, 000, coo -16, 500, 000 -----------------
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

195, 236, 000 196, 936, 000 177, 541, 000 · 179, 603, 000 

Total, Office of Surface 
Mining Reclamation 
and Enforcement.____ 115, 395, 000 +64, 208, 000 -15, 633, 000 -17, 333, 000 +2, 062, 000 

==================================================================================================== 
Total, Energy and 

Minerals____________ 913, 556, 000 794, 178, 000 926, 036, 000 935, 576, 000 940, 038, 000 +26, 482, 000 +145, 860, 000 +14, 002, 000 +4, 462, 000 
===================================================================================================== 

INDIAN AFFAIRS 

Bureau of Indian Affairs 

Operation of I nd!an pro· grams __________________ _ 
Construction ______________ _ 
Road construction _________ _ 
Alaska native fund ________ _ 
Trust funds (definite) ______ _ 
Trust funds (indefinite) __ • __ 
Eastern Indian land claims 

792, 052, 000 
126, 554, 000 

79, 253, 000 
30, 000, 000 

3, 000, 000 
23, 000, 000 

792, 020, 000 
67, 721, 000 
58, 379, 000 
30, 000, 000 

3, 000, 000 
23, 000, 000 

792, 753, 000 
83, 395, 000 
60, 379, 000 
30, 000, 000 

3, 000, 000 
23, 000, 000 

770, 835, 000 
66, 874, 000 
46, 479, 000 
30, 000, 000 

3, 000, 000 
23, 000, 000 

789, 051, 000 -3, 001, 000 -2, 969, 000 -3, 702, 000 +18, 216, 000 
89, 374, ooo -37, 180, ooo +21, 653, ooo +5, 979, ooo +22, 500, ooo 
66, 479, ooo -12, 774, ooo +8, loo, ooo +s. loo, ooo +20, ooo, ooo 
30, 000, 000 -- -- - - -- ---------------- - - -- -- - -- ------ --------- ---------- -- -- -------

3, 000, 000 - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - -- - - - - --- - - - - - --- - - - - ------ - - -- - - -
23, 000, 000 ---------- -------- ------- - - ---- -------- ----- --------- - ------ ------ ---

fund____________________ 3, 500, 000 _______________________________________________________________ _ 
-3, 500, 000 - - --------- - -- -- ----- ------------------- -----------

Salt River Pima-Maricopa 
settlement__ ____________________________ -· _____ -- ____ ---- 3, 917, 000 3, 917, 000 3, 917, 000 

Total, Bureau of Indian Affairs _____________ _ 

TERRITORIAL AFFAIRS 

Office of Territc.rial Affairs 

Administration of territories_ 
Trust Territory of the Pacific Is lands _________________ _ 
Micronesian claims fund, 

Trust Territory of the 
Pacific Islands._.--------

Total1 Office of Terri· 
tonal Affairs ________ _ 

SECRETARIAL OFFICES 

Office of the Solicitor 

Salaries and expenses ______ _ 

1, 057, 359, 000 974, 120, 000 996, 444, 000 944, 105, 000 1, 004, 821, 000 

55, 410, 000 46, 804, 000 84, 161, 000 63, 061, 000 86, 661, 000 

114, 706, 000 99, 010, 000 112, 760, 000 105, 799, 000 113, 785, 000 

12, 600, 000 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

182, 716, 000 145, 814, 000 196, 921, 000 168, 860, 000 200, 446, 000 

15, 085, 000 15, 860, 000 15, 500, 000 15, 741, 000 15, 741, 000 

+3, 917, 000 +3, 917, 000 --- ---------------------------- ----

-52, 538, 000 +30, 701, 000 +8, 377, ooo +so, 716, ooo 

+31, 251, 000 +39, 857, 000 +2. 500, 000 +23, 600, 000 

-921, 000 +14, 775, 000 +1, 025, 000 +1. 986, 000 

-12, 600, 000 -- -- - -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- --

+11. 730, 000 +54, 632, 000 +3, 525, 000 +31, 586, 000 

+656, 000 -119, 000 +241, 000 ------------------
==================================================================================================== 

Office of the Secretary 

Departmenta I Management._ 43, 100, 000 48, 761, 000 
Construction management. __ ---------- -- ---- ---- ---- -- -- -- -
Salaries and expenses (spe· 

45, 760, ooo 45, 144, ooo 49, 344, ooo +s, 244, ooo +583, ooo 
9, 400, 000 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

+3, 584, 000 +4, 200, 000 
-9, 400, 000 ----------·------

cial foreign currency pro· 
gram>------------------- 1, 000, 000 1, 000, 000 1, 000, 000 1, 000, 000 1, 000, 000 -- -- - -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ------ -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- --

Total, Office of the Sec· 
retary_______________ 44, 100, 000 49, 761, 000 56, 160, 000 46, 144, 000 50, 344, 000 +6, 244, 000 +583, 000 -5, 816, 000 +4, 200, 000 

========================================================================================================== 
Total, Secretarial Offices_ 59, 185, 000 65, 621, 000 71, 660, 000 61, 885, 000 66, 085, 000 +6, 900, 000 +464, 000 -5, 575, 000 +4, 200, 000 

============================================================================================================ 
Total, title I, new budget 

(obligational) author· 
ity, Department of the 
Interior __ ----------- 4, 452, 226, 000 4, 111, 526, 000 4, 150, 401, 000 4, 194, 908, 000 4, 248, 779, 000 

Consisting of: 
Appropriations___________ 4, 456, 226, 000 4, 111, 526, 000 4, 150, 401, 000 4, 194, 908, 000 4, 248, 779, 000 

Definite appropriations__ 3, 598, 758, 000 3, 381, 811, 000 3, 584, 311, 000 3, 520, 894, 000 3, 620, 118, 000 
Indefinite appropriations 853, 468, 000 729, 715, 000 566, 090, 000 674, 014, 000 628, 661, 000 

-204, 447, 000 +137, 253, 000 

-203, 447, 000 
+21, 360, 000 

-224, 807, 000 

+ 137. 253, 000 
+238, 307, 000 
-101, 054, 000 

+98, 378, 000 

+98, 378, 000 
+35, 807, 000 
+62, 571, 000 

+53, 871, 000 

53, 871, 000 
+99, 224, 000 
-45, 353, 000 

Perma_nent contract au-thority _________ ___ _____________________________________________________ ___________________________ _____________ ____ ______________________ ________ __________ -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

Apt;~fr~~;t~~th~~ty1~~~~d_a_t~------------------------------------------------------ - --------- - (15, 500, ooo> <+15, 500, ooo> c+15, 500, ooo> c+15, 500, ooo> c+15, 500, ooo> 

TITLE II-RELATED 
AGENCIES 

DEPARTMENT OF 
AGRICULTURE 

Forest Service 

Forest resources manage· 
ment: 

Forest research._______ 110, 947, 000 
State and private for· 

estry____ __________ __ 80, 611, 000 
National forest system__ 815, 308, 000 

105, 064, 000 

37, 938, 000 
752, 137, 000 

109, 490, 000 

65, 964, 000 
847, 151, 000 

105, 414, 000 

73, 518, 000 
796, 824, 000 

108, 795, 000 

72, 879, 000 
825, 532, 000 

-2, 152, 000 +3, 731, 000 

-7, 732, 000 +34, 941, 000 
+10. 224, 000 +73, 395, 000 

-695, 000 

+6, 915, 000 
-21, 619, 000 

+3,381, 000 

-639, 000 
+28, 708, 000 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Total, Forest manage· 
ment, protection 
and utilization____ 1, 006, 866, 000 +340, 000 +112. 067, 000 895, 139, 000 1, 022, 605, 000 975, 756, 000 1, 007, 206, 000 -15, 399, 000 +31, 450, 000 
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Construction and land acqui-sition. ___ ____________ __ _ 
Youth conservation corps ___ _ 
Forest roads ______________ _ 
Forest roads and trails _____ _ 
Timber Salvage Sales ______ _ 
Acquisition of lands for 

national forests: 
Special acts (special 

fund, indefinite) ____ _ 
Acquisition of lands to 

comolete land ex
changes (special 
fund, indefinite) _____ _ 

Rangelands improvements 
(special fund, indefinite) __ 

Assistance to States for tree 
improvement.. __ ----- __ _ 

Construction and operation 
of recreation facilities 
(indefinite, special fund) __ 

Rights of way (mdefir.ite) ___ _ 

New budget authority 

Enacted, 1979 Estimates, 1980 House, 1980 Senate, 1980 Conference, 1980 

$430, 010, 000 $337, 438, 000 $425, 823, 000 $409, 458, 000 $423, 412, 000 
60, 000, 000 ---------------- 27, 400, 000 54, 000, 000 54, 000, 000 

243, 466, 000 - - - -- - --- - - - - -- -- -- - - - - - - - - -- -- ---- - --- -- --- - - - -- - - -------- -----
231, 392, 000 - ---- ---- -- - - -- ------ - - ------ - - -- - - - - -- -- ---- - - - - -- - - -- - - - - -- - - -

3, 000, 000 - --- - -- -- - - - - -- - - - --- -- -- ---- - - -- -- - - -- - ----- - - -- -- - - -- -- ------ -

385, 000 

239, 000 

5, 400, 000 

325, 000 

155, 000 

5, 900, 000 

325, 000 

155, 000 

5, 900, 000 

325, 000 

155, 000 

5, 900, 000 

325, 000 

155, 000 

5, 900, 000 

1, 522, 000 - -- - --------- -- -- - - -- -- - ----- -- -- ---- ---- -- ------ - -- --- - - - - -----

3, 459, 000 3, 850, 000 3, 850, 000 3, 850, 000 3, 850, 000 
100, 000 ---- ----- - - -- -- ---- - ----- - - ---- ---- -- ---- ---- - - -- -- - - -- - - -- ---- -

Total, Forest Service____ 1, 985, 839, 000 l, 242, 807, 000 1, 486, 058, 000 l, 449, 444, 000 1, 494, 848, 000 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Conference compared with-

Enacted, 1979 Estimate, 1980 House bill Senate bill 

-$6, 598, 000 +$85, 974, 000 -$2, 411, 000 +$13, 954, 000 
-6, 000, 000 +54, 000, 000 +26, 600, 000 -----------------

-243, 466, 000 ------ - ------- -- - - - - - - - -- -- - -- - - - - --- - ---- ---- --- - -
-231, 392, 000 -- ---- -- - - -- ---- --- ----- - - - - - - ---------- -- - ------ --

-3, 000, 000 ---------- ---- -------------------------------------

-60, 000 ------ - - -------- ---- -- - - - -- --------- ------ ------- --• 
-84, 000 ----- --- ------ -------- - ----- ------ -- ----- ---- ----- -

+500, ooo ______________ ___ _________________________________ _ 

-1, 522, 000 ----- --- -- ---- - ------- ---- -- --- -------- --------- -- . 

+391, 000 - - - - - - ---- -- ------ - - - - -- --- --- - ----- -- -- ---------- -
-100, 000 - - ------------ --- - - ------- ---- ------ -- -- -- -- -------

-490, 991, ooo +252, 041, ooo +s, 790, ooo +45, 404, ooo 

Alternative fuels production __________________ 20, 000, 000, 000 1, 500, 000, 000 19, 500, 000, 000 20, 000, 000, 000 +20, 000, 000, 000 ---------------- +1s, 500, 000, 000 +500, 000, 000 
By transfer ______________________ -- __ ---- __ ____ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ (1, 500, 000, 000) ____________________________________________________________________ ( -1, 500, 000, 000) 

Fossil energy research and 
development_____________ 659, 112, 000 714, 092, 000 699, 377, 000 798, 302, 000 746, 627, 000 +87, 515, 000 +32, 535, 000 +47, 250, 000 -51, 675, 000 

Fossil energy construction___ 99, 709, 000 140, 050, 000 71, 250, 000 105, 250, 000 103, 250, 000 +3, 541, 000 -36, 800, 000 +32, 000, 000 -2, 000, 000 
Energy production, demon-

stration, and distribution... 171, 763, 000 146, 299, 000 
Energy conservation________ 632, 138, 000 641, 195, 000 

Reappropriation __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ __ 200, 000, 000 
Economic Regulatory Admin-

istration _________________ . 99, 233, 000 
Strategic petroleum reserve__ 3, 007, 071, 000 
Energy Information Adminis-tration. __ _____ _________ _ 65, 644, 000 

183, 263, 000 
8, 391, 000 

88, 657, 000 

125, 971, 000 
566, 052, 000 
197, 500, 000 

106, 971, 000 
692, 502, 000 
120, 000, 000 

111, 221, 000 
628, 702, 000 
158, 750, 000 

-60, 542, 000 
-3, 436, 000 

+158, 750, 000 

125, 697, 000 154, 264, 000 152, 879, 000 +53, 646, 000 
8, 391, 000 -------------------- ------------ -3, 007, 071, 000 

87, 273, 000 87, 273, 000 87, 273, OJO +21, 629, 000 

-35, 078, 000 
-12, 493, 000 
-41, 250, 000 

-30, 384, 000 
-8, 391, 000 

-14, 750, 000 
+62, 650, 000 
-38, 750, 000 

+4, 250, 000 
-63, 800, 000 
+38, 750, 000 

+27, 182, 000 -1, 385, 000 
-8, 391, 000 -----------------

-1, 384, 000 -----------------------------------

Total, Department of 
Energy______________ 4, 734, 670, 000 22, 121, 947, 000 3, 381, 511, 000 21, 564, 562, 000 21, 988, 702, 000 +11, 254, 032, 000 -133, 245, 000 +is, 607, 191, 000 +424, 140, 000 

DEPA'?TMENT OF HEALTH, 
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE 

Health Services 
Administration 

Indian health services _______ 492, 193, 000 535, 116, 000 541, 449, 000 536, 580, 000 538, 874, 000 +46, 681, 000 +3, 758, 000 -2, 575, 000 +2, 294, 000 
Indian health facilities ____ __ 76, 960, 000 50, 240, 000 74, 302, 000 26, 062, 000 74, 302, 000 -2, 658, 000 +24, 062, 000 ------- ----- ---- -- +48, 240, 000 

Total, Indian health _____ 5€9, 153, 000 585, 356, 000 615, 751, 000 562, 642, 000 613, 176, 000 +44, 023, 000 +27, 280, 000 -2, 575, 000 +so, 534, ooo 

Office of Education 

Indian education ____________ 71, 735, 000 76, 875, 000 75, 875, 000 75, 900, 000 75, 900, 000 +4, 165, 000 -975, 000 +25, 000 -----------------

Office of the Assistant 
Secretary for Education 

Institute of Museum Services. 7, 852, 000 10, 900, 000 10, 900, 000 10, 900, 000 10, 900, 000 +3, 048, 000 ------------------------------------------------ ---

Total, Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare _____________ 648, 7 40, 000 673, 131, 000 702, 526, 000 649, 442, 000 699, 976, 000 +s1, 236, ooo +26, 845, 000 -2, 550, 000 +so, 534, ooo 

NAVAJO AND HOPI INDIAN 
RELOCATION COMMISSION 

Salaries and expenses ___ ____ 8, 752, 000 950, 000 950, 000 950, 000 950, 000 -7, 802, 000 ----- --- ----- -- - - -- -- ---- - ----- ------ ---------- -- --

SMITHSONIAN 
INSTITUTION 

Salaries and expenses _______ 98, 202, 000 104, 740, 000 103, 498, 000 102, 710, 000 103, 781, 000 +5, 579, ooo -959, 000 +283, 000 +1, 071, 000 
Museum programs and re-

lated research (special 
7, 700, 000 3, 700, 000 4, 700, 000 4, 200, 000 +500,000 -3, 500, 000 +500, ooo -500, 000 foreign currency program)_ 3, 700, 000 

Science Information Ex-change __________________ 
2, 063, 000 ---------- -- -------------------------------- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -2, 063, 000 ---------------------------------------------------

Construction and imrcrove-
ments, National Zoo ogical 

+2, 350, 000 -300, 000 -250, 000 +250, 000 Park ____________________ 3, 900, 000 6, 550, 000 6, 500, 000 6, 000, 000 6, 250, 000 
Restoration and renovation 

of ou.ldings ______________ 2, 100, 000 4, 900, 000 5, 250, 000 5, 150, 000 5, 250, 000 +3, 150, 000 +350, 000 ------------------ +100, 000 
Construction. ______________ 575, 000 21, 100, 000 20, 600, 000 10, 850, 000 20, 600, 000 +20, 025, 000 -500, 000 ------------------ +9, 750, 000 

SubtotaL. ------ -- __ 110, 540, 000 144, 990, 000 139, 548, 000 129, 410, 000 140, 081, 000 -29, 541, 000 -4, 909, 000 +533, 000 +10, 671, ooo 

Salaries and expenses: 
+263, 000 National Gallery of Art. ___ 19, 041, 000 22, 577, 000 22, 311, 000 21, 978, 000 22, 241, 000 +3, 200, 000 -336, 000 -70, 000 

Woodrow Wilson Inter-
national Center for Scholars _______________ 1, 588, 000 1, 648, 000 1, 611, 000 2, 611, 000 l, 611, 000 +23, 000 -37, 000 ------------------ -1, 000, 000 

Total, Smithsonian 
Institution _________ 131, 169, 000 169, 215, 000 163, 470, 000 153, 999, 000 163, 933, 000 +32, 764, 000 -5, 282, 000 +463, 000 +9, 934, 000 
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NATIONAL FOUNDATION 
ON THE ARTS AND THE 
HUMANITIES 

National Endowment for the 
Arts 

Salaries and expenses _______ 
Administrative expenses ____ 

SubtotaL _____________ 
Matching grants (indefinite)_ 

Total, National Endow-
ment for the Arts _____ 

National Endowment for the 
Humanities 

Salaries and expenses ______ _ 
Administrative expenses ___ _ 

Enacted, 1979 

$102, 310, 000 
9, 775, 000 

112, 085, 000 
37, 500, 000 

149, 855, 000 

98, 485, 000 
10, 246, 000 

CONGRESSIONAL ·RECORD-SENATE !Vovernber 9, 1979 
COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY-FISCAL YEAR 1980-Continued 

(Fiscal years) 

New budget authority Conference compared with-

Estimates, 1980 House, 1980 Senate, 1980 Conference, 1980 Enacted, 1979 Estimate, 1980 House bill Senate bill 

$97, 000, 000 $97, 000, 000 $97, 000, 000 i97, 000, 000 
10, 500, 000 12, 000, 000 12, 000, 000 12, 000, 000 

107, 500, 000 109, 000, 000 109, 000, 000 109, 000, 000 
46, 900, 000 45, 400, 000 45, 400, 000 45, 400, 000 

-3, 085, 000 +1, 500, 000 -----------------------------------
+7, 900, 000 -1, 500, 000 -----------------------------------

154, 400, 000 154, 400, 000 154, 400, 000 154, 400, 000 +4, 815, 000 ------- ··-------------------------------------------

100, 300, 000 100, 300, 000 98, 900, 000 100, 300, 000 +1, 815, 000 ---------------------------------- +u, 400, ooo 
10, 800, 000 11, 400, ()00 10, 500, 000 11, 400, 000 +1, 154, ooo +600, ooo __________________ +900,000 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

Sub tot a L ___ ----------
Matching grants (indefinite)_ 

108, 731, 000 111, 100, 000 111, 700, 000 109, 400, 000 111, 700, 000 +2, 969, 000 +600, 000 ------------------ +2, 300, 000 
36, 500, 000 39, 000, 000 38, 400, 000 38, 400, 000 38, 400, 000 +l, 900, 000 -600, 000 -----------------------------------

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-

Tot a I, National Endow
ment for the Humani-
ties _______ -- -- ---- --

Total, National Founda
tion on the Arts and 
the Humanities _____ _ _ 

145, 231, 000 

294, 816, 000 

150, 100, 000 150, 100, 000 

304, 500, 000 304, 500, 000 

147, 800, 000 150, 100, 000 +4, 869, 000 -------- -------------------------- +2, 300, 000 

302, 200, 000 304, 500, 000 +9, 684, 000 ---------------------------------- +2. 300, 000 

COMMISSION OF FINE ARTS 

Salaries and expenses _____ _ 263, 000 271, 000 268, 000 268, 000 268, 000 +5, ooo -3, 000 -----------------------------------
==================================================================================================== 

ADVISORY COUNCIL ON 
PRESERVATION 

Salaries and expenses. ____ _ 1, 204, 000 1, 672, 000 1, 350, 000 1, 460, 000 1, 350, 000 +146, 000 -322, 000 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -110, 000 
======================================================================================================================== 

NATIONAL CAPITAL 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

FRANKLIN DELANO ROOSE
VELT MEMORIAL COM
MISSION 

Salaries and expenses _____ _ 

JOINT FEDERAL-STATE 
LAND USE PLANNING 
COMMISSION FOR 
ALASKA 

Salaries and expensj!s _____ _ 

2, 019, 000 2, 193, 000 1, 975, 000 1, 975, 000 l, 975, 000 -44, 000 -218, 000 --------------------------------- --

20, 000 10, 000 40, 000 40, 000 40, 00() +20, 000 +30, 000 --------------------------- -- ------
======================================================================================== 

594, 000 -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- ---- -- ---- -- ------ -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -594, 000 -----------------------------------------·-- ---- ----======================================================================================= 
PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE 

DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATION 

Salaries and expenses ______ _ 
Land acquisition and devel

opment fund (borrowing 
authority) _______________ _ 

Public development__ ____ __ _ 

Total, Pennsylvania Av-
enue Development 
Corporation _________ _ 

1, 659, 000 1, 856, 000 1, 811, 000 1, 856, 000 1, 856, 000 +197, 000 ---------------- +$45, 000 --------------- --

33, 000, 000 17, 000, 000 17, 000, 000 17, 000, 000 17, 000, 000 -16, 000, 000 ---------------------------------------------------
30, 255, 000 20, 110, 000 20, 110, 000 20, 110, 000 20, 110, 000 -10, 145, ooo __________________ _______ ________ _______ ____________ 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

64, 914, 000 38, 966, 000 38, 921, 000 38, 966, 000 38, 966, 000 -25, 948, 000 -------- -------- +45, 000 ------------------
=================================================================================================================== 

FEDERAL INSPECTOR FOR 
THE ALASKA GAS PIPELINE 

Permitting and enforcement_=--=-=--=-=--=-=--=-=--=-=-======14=, =85=0=, O=O=O =-=--=-=--=·=--=·=--=-=--=-====1=3,=4=33=, =00=0=====10=, =600==, 0=0=0====+==10='=60=0=, 0=0=0====-=4=, 2=5=0,=0=00========+=l=0,=6=00='=00=0=====-=2=, 8=3=3,=0=00= 
COMMUNITY SERVICES 

ADMINISTRATION 

Community services program _________________ 1, 350, 000, 000 ---------------- l, 200, 000, 000 1, 350, 000, 000 +l, 350, 000, 000 ---------------- +1, 350, 000, 000 +150, 000, 000 

Total, title II, new 
budget (obligational) 
authority, related 
agencies ___ _________ 7, 873, 000, 000 25, 920, 512, 000 6, 081, 569, 000 25, 376, 739, 000 26, 056, 108, 000 +18, 183, 108, 000 +135, 596, 000 +19, 974, 539, 000 +679, 369, 000 

Consisting of: 
Appropriations______ _____ 7, 840, 000, 000 25, 703, 512, 000 5, 867, 069, 000 25, 239, 739, 000 25, 880, 358, 000 +18, 040, 358, 000 +176, 846, 000 +20, 013, 289, 000 +640, 619, 000 

Definite appropriations__ 7, 756, 417, 000 25, 607, 382, 000 5, 773, 039, 000 25, 145, 709, 000 25, 786, 328, 000 +18, 029, 911, 000 +178, 946, 000 +20, 013, 289, 000 +640, 619, 000 
Indefinite appropria-

tions________________ 83, 58~, 000 9fi, 130, 000 94, 030, 000 94, 030, 000 94, 030-, 000 +10, 447, 000 -2, 100, 000 -----------------------------------
Reappropriation_____ _______________ ___ ___ 200, 000, 000 197, 500, 000 120, 000, 000 158, 750, 000 +158, 750, 000 -41, 250, 000 -38, 750, 000 +38, 750, 000 

~~r~~;;~,~ra_~~h_o~~~---~====-----~~·-~~·-~~-- ____ ~~·-~~·-~~~ ______ ~~·- ~~~·-~~ _ (1, slJi: g&g; &&&>- ___ -~~·-~·-~~ - - ____ =-::~~·-~~·-~~ -=~=~===== ::::::::::::::::: :::: :::: (::i;soo:ooo:ooo) 
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RECAPITULATION 

Total, new budget (obli· 
gational) authority, 

Enacted, 1979 Estimates, 1980 

New budget authority 

House, 1980 

Conference compared with-

Senate, 1980 Conference, 1980 Enacted, 1979 Estimate, 1980 House bill Senate bill 

all titles ____ _________ $12, 325, 226, 000 $30, 032, 038, 000 $10, 231, 970, 000 $29, 571, 647, 000 $30, 304, 887, 000 +$17, 979, 661, 000 +$272, 849, 000 +$20, 072, 917, 000 +$733, 240, 000 

Consisting of: 
Appropriations_ __________ 12, 292, 226, 000 29, 815, 038, 000 10, 017, 470, 000 29, 434, 647, 000 30, 129, 137, 000 +17, 836, 911, 000 +314, 099, 000 +20, lll, 667, 000 +694, 490, 000 

Defin it~ approp ri at ion~-_ (11, 355, 175, 000)(28, 989, 193, 000) (9, 357, 350, 000)(28, 666, 603, 000)(29, 406, 446, 000)( +18, 051, 271, 000) ( +417, 253, 000)( +20, 049, 096, 000) ( +739, 843, 000) 
I ndefimte appropria-

tion~-;--. ____________ (937, 051, 000) (825, 845, 000. (660, 120, 000) (768, 044, 000) (722, 691, 000) ( -214, 360, 000) ( -103, 154, 000) ( +62, 571, 000) ( -45, 353, 000) 
Reappr~pr1at1on_~- ------- --- -- ---- ------- 200, 000, 000 197, 500, 000 120, 000, 000 158, 750, 000 +158, 750, 000 -41, 250, 000 -38, 750, 000 +38, 750, 000 
~~~~:~~~t auc~~;:~t.-aii:- 33, ooo, ooo 17, ooo, ooo 17, ooo, ooo 17, ooo, ooo 17, ooo, ooo -16, ooo, ooo -------------------- ---- ---------------------------

thority __________ ________ _____ --- _ ----- --------- ------- -- ---- -- -- ------ ------ -- -- -- -- - --- -- - - -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- - --- ---- ------- - - - -- -- - ------ - - --- - - -- -- - --- - - -- -- - - ------ - - -- -By transfer _________________________ ----- --- _____________________________ (1, 500, 000, 000) ____________________________________________________________________ ( -1, 500, 000, 000) 
Appropriation to liquidate 

contract authoritY--- - ----- ------------ ----- ---- --------- ----------- - ---------- -------- - - - (15, 500, 000) (+15, 500, 000) <+15, 500, 000) (+15, 500, 000. (+15, 500, 000) 

TITLE I-DEPARTMENT 
OF THE INTERIOR 

Bureau of Land Management_ 
Office of Water Research and 

Technoloiiy. ___ -- -- ------
Heritaiie Conservation and 

Recreation Service _______ _ 
United States Fish and Wild-

life Service ______________ 
National Park Service ___ ·-- -
Geological Survey __________ 
Bureau of Mines ___________ 
Office of Surface Mining Rec-

lamation and Enforcement_ 
Bureau of Indian Affairs ____ _ 
Territorial Affairs _____ ______ 
Office of the Solicitor_ ______ _ 
Office of the Secretary _____ _ 

Total, Title I-Depart-
ment of the Interior ___ 

TITLE II-RELATED 
AGENCIES 

Forest Service _____________ _ 

PneJi: ~t~:~ft~~-E-~e!_g!~== == == 
Indian Education __________ _ 
Institute of Museum Services_ 
Navajo and Hopi Indian Re-

544, 582, 000 

28, 357, 000 

832, 199, 000 

308, 445, 000 
525, 827, 000 
649, 654, 000 
148, 507, 000 

115, 395, 000 
1, 057, 359, 000 

182, 716, 000 
15, 085, 000 
44, 100, 000 

4, 452, 226, 000 

1, 985, 839, 000 
4, 734, 670, 000 

569, 153, 000 
71, 735, 000 

7, 852, 000 

location Commission______ 8, 752, 000 
Smithsonian_______________ 110, 540, 000 
National Gallery of Art______ 19, 041, 000 
Woodrow Wilson Interna-

tional Center for Scholars. 
National Endowment for the 

1, 588, 000 

Arts_________ ___________ 149, 585, 000 
National Endowment for the 

Humanities______________ 145, 231, 000 
Commission of Fine Arts.... 263, 000 
Advisory Council on Historic 

Preservation ____________ _ 
National. ~apital Planning 

Comm1ss1on_ •• -------- __ 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt 

Memorial Commission ____ _ 
Joint Federal-State Land Use 

Planning Commission for 

1, 204, 000 

2, 019, 000 

20, 000 

500, 624, 000 499, 754, 000 

30, 739, 000 30, 977, 000 

819, 954, 000 649, 715, 000 

265, 829, 000 278, 582, 000 
514, 647, 000 500, 312, 000 
463, 748, 000 594, 217, 000 
135, 194, 000 134, 883, 000 

195, 236, 000 196, 936, 000 
974, 120, 000 996, 444, 000 
145, 814, 000 196, 921, 000 
15, 860, 000 15, 500, 000 
49, 761, 000 56, 160, 000 

4, 111, 526, 000 4, 150, 410, 000 

1, 242, 807, 000 
22, 121, 947, 000 

585, 356, 000 
76, 875, 000 
10, 900, 000 

1, 486, 058, 000 
3, 381, 511, 000 

615, 751, 000 
75, 875, 000 
10, 900, 000 

950, 000 950, 000 
144, 990, 000 139, 548, 000 
22, 577, 000 22, 311, 000 

1, 648, 000 1, 611, 000 

154, 400, 000 154, 400, 000 

150, 100, 000 
271, 000 

150, 100, 000 
268, 000 

1, 672, 000 1, 350, 000 

2, 193, 000 1, 975, 000 

10, 000 40, 000 

500, 229, 000 506, 289, 000 

30, 522, 000 30, 781, 000 

762, 336, 000 704, 545, 000 

270, 966, 000 280, 598, 000 
520, 429, 000 515, 176, 000 
626, 432, 000 627, 682, 000 
131, 603, 000 132, 753, 000 

177, 541, 000 
944, 105, 000 
168, 860, 000 

15, 741, 000 

179, 603, 000 
1, 004, 821, 000 

200, 446, 000 
15, 741, 000 

46, 144, 000 50, 344, 000 

4, 194, 908, 000 4, 248, 779, 000 

1, 449, 444, 000 1, 494, 848, 000 
21, 564, 562, 000 21, 988, 702, 000 

562, 642, 000 . 613, 176, 000 
75, 900, 000 75, 900, 000 
10, 900, 000 10, 900, 000 

950, 000 
129, 410, 000 
21, 978, 000 

950, 000 
140, 081, 000 
22, 241, 000 

2, 611, 000 1, 611, 000 

154, 400, 000 154, 400, 000 

147, 800, 000 
268, 000 

150, 100, 000 
268, 000 

1, 460, 000 1, 350, 000 

1, 975, 000 1, 975, 000 

40, 000 40, 000 

-38, 293, 000 +s, 66s,ooo +6, 535, 000 +6, 060, 000 

+2, 424, 000 +42, 000 -196, 000 +259, 000 

-127, 654, 000 -115, 409, 000 +s4, 830, ooo -57, 791, 000 

-27, 847, 000 +14, 769, 000 +2, 016, 000 +9, 632, 000 
-10, 651, 000 +529, 000 +14, 864, 000 -5, 253, 000 
-21, 972, 000 +163, 934, 000 +33, 465, 000 +l, 250, 000 
-15, 754, 000 -2, 441, 000 -2, 130, 000 +1, 150, 000 

-17, 333, 000 +2, 062, 000 +64, 208, 000 -15, 633, 000 
-52, 538, 000 +30, 701, 000 +8, m, ooo +so, 116, ooo 
+11, 730, 000 +54, 632, 000 +3, 525, 000 +31, 586, 000 

+656, 000 -119, 000 +241, 000 ------------------
+s. 244, 000 +583, 000 -5, 816, 000 +4, 200, 000 

-203, 447, 000 +137, 253, 000 +98, 378, 000 +53, 871, 000 

-490, 991, ooo +252, 041, ooo +8, 790, ooo +45, 404, ooo 
+17, 254, 032, 000 -133, 245, 000 +18, 607, 191, 000 +424, 140, 000 

+44, 023, ooo +27, 820, ooo -2, s1s, ooo +so, 534, ooo 
+4, 165, 000 -975, 000 +25, 000 ------ --- ------ --
+3, 048, 000 -- -- -- -- --- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

- 7, 802, 000 -- -- - -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
+29, 541, ooo -4, 909, ooo +s33, ooo +lo, 671, ooo 
+3, 200, 000 -336, 000 - 70, 000 +263, 000 

+23, 000 -37, 000 ------------------ -1, 000, 000 

+4, 815, 000 -- ----------------------- ---------- ---- -- -------- --

+4. ~~: ggg --------=3~iiaa·==================-----~~~~~~~~-
+146, 000 

-44, 000 

+20, 000 

-322, 000 ------------------ -110, 000 

-218, 000 ------- ----------------------------

+30, 000 ------------*--------------------

Alaska. ___ _____________ _ 
Pennsylvania Avenue Devel-

-594, 000 -- --- -- ------ -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --594, 000 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- ---- -- -- -- -- --

opment Corporation ______ _ 
Federal Inspector for the 

64, 914, 000 38, 966, 000 38, 921, 000 -25, 948, 000 ---------------- +45, 000 -----------------
Alaska Gas Pipeline __ _____________ _______ _ 

Community Services Admin-
14, 850, 000 ----------------

38, 966, 000 

13, 433, 000 

38, 966, 000 

10, 600, 000 

1, 350, 000, 000 

+10, 600, 000 -4, 250, 000 +10, 600, 000 -2, 833, 000 

!stration ________________________________ _ 1, 350, 000, 000 ---------------- 1, 200, 000, 000 +1, 350, 000, 000 -------- -------- +1, 350, 000, 000 +150, 000, 000 

Total, Title II-Related 
Agencies.___________ 7, 873, 000, 000 25, 920, 512, 000 6, 081, 569, 000 25, 376, 739, 000 26, 056, 108, 000 +18, 183, 108, 000 +135, 596, 000 +19, 974, 539, 000 +679, 369, 000 

Grand total..------ ____ 12, 325, 226, 000 30, 032, 038, 000 10, 231, 970, 000 29, 571, 647, 000 30, 304, 887, 000 +17, 979, 661, 000 +272, 849, 000 +20, 072, 917, 000 +733, 240, 000 

ALTERNATIVE FUELS PRODUCTION 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, a 
great deal has happened since we began 
working on this appropriation bill last 
January. Following the Iranian revolu
tion, the Nation experienced severe 
shortages of petroleum fuels that served 
to underscore and dramatize our grow
ing dependence on foreign oil. We began 
looking with more urgency toward the 
development of alternative fuels, and 
the Appropriations Committee was 
ready to move quickly when the Presi
dent sent us a $20 billion appropriation 
request to implement a program to 
stimulate commercial production of syn
thetic fuels and other alterntives. 

Because of the need to move quickly, 
the committee again found itself in the 
position of recommending significant 

funding well in advance of authorizing 
legislation. And yet the committee did 
not want to foreclose any legislative op
tions with its own funding decisions. As 
a result, we included in the Senate
passed bill $20 billion for alternative 
fuels production and $1 billion for con
servation and solar program incentives 
only with certain conditions. The bulk 
of the funds was placed in an energy 
security reserve requiring subsequent 
appropriation action by the Congress to 
make them available. However, $2.2 bil
lion was made immediately available to 
launch interim programs pending final 
congressional action on an energy pro
duction program authorization. 

As a result of conference negotiations 
the total allowance for energy produc
tion, conservation, and solar incentives 

was held to $20 billion, with $1 billion 
still intact for the solar and conserva
tion phase. Some perfecting . language 
was added to the Senate alternative 
fuels proposal, but no significant 
changes were made in the basic program 
which the Senate has approved. The al
ternative fuels agreement is detailed at 
some length in the oonference report 
which is printed in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, November 8, 1979, p. 31553. 

Unfortunately, the House conferees 
opposed the Senate proposal to transfer 
$1.5 billion from the strategic petroleum 
reserve to help finance alternative fuels 
incentives, and this provision was 
dropped from the bill. 

EMERGEN;'.:Y FUEL ASS: STANCE 

Energy supply disruptions have also 
sent petroleum product prices soaring, 
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Mr. President, and this is another criti
cal development that required quick ac
tion on this appropriation bill. Although 
normally funded under the Labor
Health, Education, and Welfare appro
priation, the Senate added $1.2 billion 
for emergency fuel assistance to the In
terior appropriations bill as a matter of 
expediency. Lengthy conference nego
tiations resulted in a drastically revised 
proposal, including the provision of $1.35 
billion for this program. Essentially, the 
conferees adopted most of the provisions 
of the House-passed urgent supplemen
tal for emergency fuel assistance. Some 
revisions in the House-passed distribu
tion formula and its application to the 
total funding involved have developed 
what we think is a more equitable allo
cation of this low-income assistance for 
heating costs this winter. Although con
centrating this assistance in the North
ern States where it is most desperately 
needed, the final distribution formula 
also recognizes the needs of Southern 
States which also are confronted with 
unmanageable increases in energy costs. 

The provisions for emergency fuel as
sistance also are detailed at length in 
the conference report, and I will be 
happy to answer any questions on addi
tional details that might arise as we 
take up the conference report. 

FISCAL RESTRAINTS 

After discussing these multibillion
dollar energy related programs, Mr. Pres
ident, it might seem incongruous to shift 
to a discussion of spending restraints. 
However, while dealing with pressing 
energy program needs the committee has 
not lost sight of the underlying need to 
control, wherever possible, the growth 
in Federal spending. Accordingly, as we 
discussed when we took up this bill for 
Senate passage earlier, every effort has 
been made to pare down ongoing Federal 
program spending. As a result, although 
the conference agreement is above the 
President's budget request, we have been 
able to hold regular program spending 
well below fiscal 1979 levels. I am happy 
to note that the conferees agreed to Sen
ate initiatives to reduce Federal land ac
quisition and construction appropria
tions wherever it could be demonstrated 
that prior year funding was still avail
able or where there was weak justifica
tion for budget requests. The compara
tive table that has been printed in the 
RECORD will show that significant reduc
tions have been made in budget requests 
for heritage conservation and recreation 
service and in the regular programs of 
the Department of Energy not causing 
any unwanted program disruptions. 
Many other program reductions have 
been off set by increases that reflect 
congressional priorities. 

CONFERENCE AGREEMENTS SUMMARY 

At the same time, the conferees ·could 
not neglect the l'ft:leds of American Indi
ans and the territories. The conference 
agreement resulted in substantial in
creases for the ·Bureau of Indian Affairs 
and the Indian Health Service as well as 
territorial affairs. There was also agree
ment that public lands and resources 
managed under programs funded in this 
bill also could not be neglected. Grazing 
management increases under the Bureau 

of Land Management and forestry and 
range programs under the U.S. Forest 
Service accounted for large budget in
creases and for substantial increases over 
the original Senate allowance. 

Mr. President, the Senate was success
ful in retaining most of the significant 
amendments during our lengthy confer
ence negotiations. However, it is im
possible to hold every single proposal in 
the give and take of conference negotia
tions. As a result, some items that were 
important to the Senate were dropped 
or reduced. State recreation assistance 
under the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund, for example, was reduced by $60 
million even though the Senate conferees 
strongly supported the full budget esti
mate approved by the Senate. The final 
allowance of $300 million, however, is 
adequate in this period of fiscal restraint 
and represents a $100 million increase 
over the House allowance. 

The Senate retained almost all of its 
major energy initiatives, although one 
item of particular importance-the $55 
million increase for magnetohydro
dynamics-failed to survive in final 
negotiations. Another important Senate 
increase-$120 million for energy impact 
assistance-was sharply reduced to a $50 
million level despite strong support from 
the Senate conferees. 

Mr. President, there were 112 amend
ments in conference, and most of these 
amendments contained dozens of indi
vidual items of disagreement within 
them. As I have noted, conference nego
tiations consumed 4 long days, and there 
were few of these myriad items of dis
agreement that were not covered in de
tail. Unfortunately, time does not per
mit me to discuss all these conference 
agreements but I shall be happy to an
swer any questions that may be raised. 

One final note, Mr. President. The 
conferees agreed to a level of $5 million 
for university coal research laboratories 
and stated that this funding is not to be 
used to establish a system of university 
coal laboratories as authorized by the 
Surface Mining Control and Reclama
tion Act. The intent of the conferees was 
that these funds should be provided for 
coal research rather than for construc
tion of laboratories at universities and 
for est'..lblishment of teaching bureauc
racies as authorized by the act. The con
ferees have agreed that this funding will 
te provided to universities with existing 
laboratories capatle of conducting coal 
research. The impact of the conferees 
decision, then, is simply to direct this 
funding entirely to coal research. Uni
versities which are capable of conduct
ing co3l research will continue to be 
eligible for funding under this program. 

In closing, Mr. President, I wish to 
commend the conferees of both the 
House and the Eenate on an extremely 
difficult job well done. In many cases, 
acceptable agreements were extremely 
difficult to achieve. But at no time was 
any breakdown in the spirit of coopera
tion evidenced on either side. I would 
like to extend a special commendation 
to the chairmJn of the conference com
mittee, the Honorable SIDNEY R. YATES. 
It was largely because of his untiring 
efforts and dedication that a construe-

tive conference agreement could be 
reached even within 4 days. 

Mr. President, I yield at this time to 
the Senator from Alaska for any com
ments or observations he may care to 
make on the bill. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am 
happy to join with the manager of the 
Interior appropriations bill in recom
mending the conference report to the 
Members of the Senate. The conferees 
met in morning and afternoon sessions 
for 4 days to reach final agreement. 
Every amendment was thoroughly dis
cussed and I believe the final product 
will well serve the Nation in the areas 
of land and resource management and 
energy programing not just for the cur
rent fiscal year, but for many years to 
come as a result of initiatives taken in 
this bill. 

As we just completed the conference 
late yesterday, I realize that many Mem
bers have not had the opportunity to 
fully review the bill. We need to approve 
the conference report expeditiously in 
order to provide fuel assistance pay
ments in a timely manner. The admin
istration has informed us that even if 
we finish the bill today, the fuel assist
ance payments for SSI recipients will 
not be available until January. Delay on 
our part would mean that the checks 
would not go out until February, or half
way through the winter months. 

While the $30 billion bill before us is 
by far the largest ever reported by the 
Interior Appropriations Subcommittee it 
should be noted that $20 billion of this 
amount is for the energy security re
serve and will be obligated over the com
ing decade. Although we are over the 

. budget estimates by $225 million, if the 
funds for alternative fuels production 
are subtracted from the total, we are $2 
billion under the amount appropriated 
for fiscal 1979. This is a significant ac
tion on the part of the Congress and 
should serve as proof of the ability of 
the House and Senate to restrain Fed
eral expenditures while continuing vital, 
proven programs and undertaking re
quired new efforts. 

The manager · of the bill has included 
in his statement a comprehensive ex
planation of the conference agreement 
so I will not go into further detail at this 
time. I would hope that the Members of 
the Senate will approve this agreement 
without delay. 

Mr. President, to clarify the conferees' 
intent, I do have a few questions to ask 
the Senator from Kentucky <Mr. HUD
DLESTON), about fuel assistance provi
sions. First, the conference directs that 
there be no duplication of payment from 
any funds contained in this program. I 
understand some States will be unable to 
determine overlap and dual eligibility 
due to the short time available for de
termining eligibility. What is the intent 
here? 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. The conferees rec
ognize that some legitimate duplication 
may exist in relation to payments under 
individual elements of this program. The 
wording of the ronference report should 
be understood solely as a strong direc
tive to States to minimize the possibility 
Qf duplicate payments in the basic de-
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sign of their program and to establish 
procedures to assure that a person does 
not receive duplicate payments under a 
single element of the approved program. 
While duplicate payments are to be 
avoided where possible this language 
should not be interpreted to prohibit 
separate payments to existing recipients 
of income assistance programs even 
though some households which legiti
mately participate in more than one 
such program may receive more than one 
energy assistance payment. 

Mr. STEVENS. I thank the Senator. 
Conference language also provides 

that the block grant can be used only to 
provide assistance to households with 
income below 125 percent of the poverty 
level and that it may be used to make 
payments to those already participating 
in other income assisted programs such 
as AFDC and FS. I am told some AFDC 
and FS recipients may have income over 
125 percent of poverty. The identification 
of these few families would require a 
complex and costly eligibility determina
tion process. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. The conference 
recognized that a small number of cur
rent recipients of income assistance pro
grams may have gross income in excess 
of the 125 percent of the poverty level. 
It is intended that such individuals or 
families be eligible for services under 
this program. 

Mr. STEVENS. As worded, the appro
priation language requires that, in State 
programs, priority be given "to those 
households experiencing significant in
creases in heating fuel costs." Such word
ing would appear to prohibit both uni
form payments within a State and auto
matic payments to individuals eligible 
for other needs tested programs. Would 
the Senator clarify that, please? 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. The requirements 
concerning priority for state payments 
are not intended to prohibit a State from 
selecting a plan that would provide uni
form payments to individuals or house
holds based on their eligibility for cur
rent needs tested programs. 

Mr. STEVENS. Finally, Mr. President, 
the conference report envisions that a 
State may elect to allot all or a portion 
of its block grant to the plan approved 
under the current CSA crisis interven
tion program. It is not clear whether 
HEW or CSA will have responsibility for 
the supervision and audit of this pro
gram. If HEW is required to assume this 
responsibility, would it result in unnec
essary duplication of existing CSA re
sponsibilities? 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. I believe the con
ference recognized that some States may 
elect t.o increa'5e their CSA program un
der the block grant authority. Where this 
happens, it is our intent that CSA super
vise and audit all elements of the crisis 
intervention program as it relates to both 
regular and block grant funds with as
sistance from HEW as necessary. 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President I also 
would like to say a few words a~ut the 
fuel assistance program. As one of the 
conferees who worked extensively on this 
oortion of the bill, I am glad to say that 
I am pleased with the final product. It is 

a good, workable program that targets 
money where it is most needed and pro
vide3 the flexibility I felt was necessary 
to insure that the money gets out to the 
States as quickly as possible. 

There is one section in the statement 
of the managers I would like to clarify. 
The report includes language I re
quested to make sure that adequate pro
visions are made for Native Americans in 
the block grant section of the program. 

As many Senators know, several States 
in which there are Indian reservations or 
lands either do not or cannot adminis
tcJ.· .... euta"<:l.1 money on the reservations. 
Seriom jurisdictional problems have 
arisen both in the administration and in 
the auditing of such funds. 

The language in the report was in
cluded to make sure that both HEW and 
CSA take these jurisdictional problems 
int.o account when administering the 
b!ock grants for those States that do not 
administer Federal money for Indian 
groups. In these cases, the Indians' gov
erning agencies should receive their 
share of block grant funds directly from 
the appropriate Federal agency, HEW 
with technical assistance from the BIA, 
or CSA. Furthermore, that agency, 
rather than the affected State, should be 
rzspomible for monitoring and auditing 
these funds. 

I would like to ask the manager of 
the conference report whether that was 
the intent and his understanding of the 
way Indian funds are to be distributed. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Yes, the Senator 
is entirely correct. The intent of the 
conferees was that the Indians would be 
served, and served by the mechanism 
available to them, and we expect that 
will be done. 

Mr. BURDICK. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, the Sen

ate now is considering the . conference 
report on H.R. 4930, the Interior and 
related agencies appropriation bill which 
ai;propriates fiscal year 1980 funds for 
energy, natural resources, and environ
ment. and several other program areas. 
I want to take the opi:;ortunity to com
ment on the budgetary implications of 
this bill. 

The conference report on the bill pro
vides $30.3 billion in new budget au
thority and $6.4 billion in fiscal 1980 out
lays. The conference report, therefore, 
is about $700 million in budget authority 
and $200 million in outlays above the 
Senate-passed bill. 

While I remain concerned about the 
Appropriations Committee's ability to 
live within its total allocation, this bill 
is well within the applicable functional 
totals of the conference agreement on 
the second budget resolution. In addi
tion, the spending in H.R. 4930 clearly 
was contemplated in the second budget 
resolution. In particular, I am referring 
to the new synthetic fuels program and 
the low-income assistance program, 
which are of critical importance to our 
Nation. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, when 
the Senate first considered this legisla
tion, I was proud t.o vote in support of my 
colleague from New York's amendment to 
provide an additional $1.35 billion in en-

ergy assistance for America's poor. I was 
proud to do it because I am painfully 
aware of what the rising cost of energy 
has done to the poor, forcing upon them 
choices between one necessity or the 
other. 

However, the energy assistance pro
gram that is provided by the conference 
report is not a program for all of 
America's poor, it is a program for a se
lect few, a program biased in a way that 
startles even the veterans of many re
gional confrontations. 

We have before us a formula that dis
tributes energy aid according to two 
proxies for need. The bill provides that 
one-third of the assistance will be dis
tributed according to the increases over 
the last year in home heating energy ex
penditures. I want to point out that we 
discovered, during Finance Committee 
consideration of a similar program, that 
the numbers for making such a distribu
tion are simply not available. Not from 
the Department of Energy, not from 
HEW, but the conference committee has 
decided that the data for such a distribu
tion can be made available through sev
eral proxies: heating degree days, the 
relative efficiencies of various fuels, and 
the relative costs of those fuels. But the 
fact remains that we are pretending to 
allocate money on a need basis when we 
simply do not have the data t.o 'back that 
claim up. 

The other proxy on which the confer
ence report bases the distribution of as
sistance is heating degree days. The fact 
is that degree days also do not correlate 
with need. While the State of Washing
ton. is well above average in heating de
gree days, and I suppose will rank even 
better in heating degree days squared, it 
ranks dead last among the States in resi
dential energy expenditures. Addition
ally, although the Stat.e of North Dakota 
ranks second among the States in heat
ing degree days, the people of North Da
kota spend well below the national aver
age for energy. 

Perhaps the most damning aspect of 
the bias in this bill relates to the extreme 
variations between the States. While the 
residents of the State of Florida spend 
over $550 per year on their energv needs. 
the poor in Florida will receive $1 in as
sistance. The residents of the State of 
Alaska, although they do bear substan
tially higher energy costs, will receive 
$1,000 in aid. They will receive 1,000 per
cent more, even though their bills are 
only 60 percent more than those in 
Florida. 

Thus, I think it should be obvious to 
the Senate that the use of proxies in dis
tributing this aid is clearly ineffective. 
They present an obvious bias to the North 
and Northeast, presumably because of the 
recent increases in the price of home 
heating oil. But I want to assure my col
leagues that energy prices have sky
rocketed nationwide, that these increases 
are not limited to any one region or area 
of the country. 

According to the Consumer Price In
dex, over the 10-year period ending in 
July 1979, fuel oil prices have risen 407 
percent. In the same period, natural gas 
prices rose 387 percent. The Consumer 
Price Index also prepares an index of re-
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tail prlces for fuels and utilities. That 
index shows that fuels in the Twin Cities 
area, which cost $100 in April of 1978, 
now cost $242. The same combination of 
fuels cost $217 in the Pittsburgh area. 
But in Houston, the same fuel mix costs 
$271. The pattern of rising energy prices 
has been nationwide, and often the cruel
est, most exorbitant increases have been 
in my own State, where much of that en
ergy is produced. 

The program that has been agreed to 
by the conferees is purposely biased to 
direct the aid to those areas where it 
may or may not be needed most. It di
rects aid, based on inefficient and inef
fective proxies--creating a distribution 
that varies assistance from $1 in Flor
ida to $1,000 in Alaska. The plan that has 
been reported is directing this aid to a 
limited few of the poor in the North and 
Northeast, at the direct expense of the 
poor in Texas. The poor in my State
like those elsewhere-also face the hard 
choice of paying their utility bills or 
grocery bills. 

I do not seek, nor do I promote, con
mct between the different regions of our 
country. But I must insist that the peoole 
of Texas are treated fairly and equitably 
in this program. As it now stands, they 
are not, I will vote therefore, to oppose 
this unfair program. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I yield. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, as 

chairman of the Appropriations Com
mi.ttee. I compliment the Senator from 
West Virginia and all the other members 
of the .conference committee on a very, 
very difficult job. · 

I further suggest that by the passage 
of this conference report we are moving 
one step forward to completing our ap
propriation bills. With the passage to
night of the defense bill, on which I 
hope the conference will complete its 
work very quickly, and the conference re
port on the Interior bill, we are going to 
get three more appropriations bills done 
hopefully by next week, and we proba
bly will be able to come somewhere near 
meeting the deadline of the November 20 
continuing resolution. 

It was a most difficult job, was it not
a most difficult job? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes, and Mr. 
HUDDLESTON, who was acting chair
man, and Mr. STEVENS, the ranking mi
nority member, really carried the load. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. And the House was a 
little bit more adamant than they nor
mally are, and normally they are very 
adamant. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYI;iD. They carried 
the burden in the heat of the day. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. And the night. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. I compliment them 

on getting it done. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President 

I thank our distinguished chairman of 
the Appropriations Committee. He, as 
always, is very courteous and very 
thoughtful of the members of the com
mtttee and their efforts. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the conference re
port. 

The conference report was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will report the amendments in disagree
ment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Resolved, That the House recede from its 

disagreement to the amendment of the Sen
ate numbered 1 to the aforesaid b111, and 
concur therein with a.n amendment as 
follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment, insert: "$301,896,000". 

Resolved, That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen
ate numbered 3 to the aforesaid bill, and 
concur therein with an amendment as 
follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed by said 
amendment, insert: ": Prov'fded further, 
That the Secretary of the Interior and sec
retary of Agriculture. shall (a.) review Fed
eral agricultural financial assistance pro
grams to determine to what extent such 
programs provide opportunities to assist 
livestock operators adversely affected by re
ductions in grazing allotments on publlc 
rangelands, as defined in the section 3 of 
the Public Rangelands Improvement Act of 
1978 (43 U.S.C. 1902); a.nd (b) submit the 
results of this review to the Committees on 
Appropriations of the House of Representa
tives a.nd the Senate within ninety days of 
the effective date of this Act, together with 
details on a.va.ila.ble programs, opportunities 
for more effective use of such programs, ad
ditional budget requirements needed to aug
ment such programs, and a.n'Y legislation 
needed to improve opportunities for as
sistance: Provided further, That the Sec
retary of the Interior shall develop criteria 
for extending, on a. ca.se-by-ca.se basis, the 
period allowed for phased livestock reduc
tions on public rangelands administered 
through the Bureau of Land Management 
up to five yea.rs. Such criteria. shall take 
into account a.va.ila.ble agricultural assist
ance programs, the magnitude of projected 
livestock. reductions, alternative pasturage 
a.va.ilable, a.nd ab111ty of such public range
lands to sustain such phasing in of livestock 
reductions without damage to rangeland 
productivity: Provided further, That a.n ap
peal of a.ny reductions in grazing allotments 
on public rangelands must be taken within 
30 days after receipt of a. final grazing allot
ment decision or 90 days after the effective 
date of this Act in the case of reductions 
ordered during 1979, whichever occurs later. 
Reductions of up to 10 percent in grazing 
allotments shall become effective when so 
designated by the Secretary of the Interior. 
Upon a.ppea.l any proposed reduction in ex
cess of 10 percent shall be suspended pend
ing final action on the appeal, which shall 
be completed within 2 years after the ap
peal is filed.". 

Resolved, That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the sen
ate numbered 17 to the aforesaid bill, and 
concur therein with an amendment a.s fol
lows : 

Restore the matter striclren by sa.id 
amendment, amended to read a.s follows: 
": Provided further, That the $12,500,000 
a.va.ila.ble to the Forest Service in fiscal year 
1979 for acquisition of the Kahle and Jen
nings properties may be used to acquire the 
Jennings property a.nd other properties in the 
Tahoe Ba.sin of California. and Nevada. with
out regard to the matching requirements and 
zoning restrictions included in the 1979 ap
propriations Aot.". 

Resolved, That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen
ate numbered 24 to the aforesaid bill, and 
concur therein with an amendment as fol
lows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment, insert: "$58,757,000''. 

Resolved, That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-

ate numbered 30 to the aforesaid bill, a.nd 
concur therein with an a.mendmen t a.s fol
lows : 

Strike out the matter stricken by said 
amendment, and insert: " : Provided further, 
That the Park Service shall not enter into 
future concessionaire contracts, including re
newals, that do not include a. termination for 
ca.use clause that provides for possible extln
guishment of possessory interests excluding 
depreciated book value of concessionaire in
vestments without compensation.". 

Resolved, That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen
ate numbered 37 to the aforesaid bill and 
concur therein with a.n amendment ~ fol
lows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said 
amendment, insert: "$452,055,000". 

Resolved, That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen
ate numbered 38 to the aforesaid bill a.nd 
concur therein with a.n amendment a.~ fol
lows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment, insert: "$39,027,000". 

Resolved, That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen
ate numbered 40 to the aforesaid bill and 
concur therein with an amendment a~ fol
lows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed by said 
amendment, insert: "Provided, That the 
Secretary of the Interior sha.11 review the 
rates being charged to the residents of Bar
row for natural gas to determine if a pro
ceeding should be instituted to revise such 
rates." 

Resolved, That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen
ate numbered 48 to the aforesaid b111, and 
concur therein with an amendment a.s fol
lows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment, insert: "including a. $5,000,000 interest 
free loan to the Confederated Tribes of the 
Warm Springs Reservation of Oregon to be 
repaid to the Revolving Fund for Loans 
established in the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
at the end of a. 20 year period after the ef
fective date of this Act, $89,374,000.'' 

Resolved, That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen
ate numbered 49 to the aforesaid bill, a.nd 
concur therein with an amendment as fol
lows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment, insert: "$66,479,000." 

Resolved, That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen
ate numbered 50 to the aforesaid bill, and 
concur therein with a.n amendment as fol
lows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed by said 
amendment, insert: ": Provided, That no 
part of a.ny appropriations to the Bureau of 
Indian Affairs shall be available to continue 
academic and residential programs of the 
Chllocco a.nd Seneca. boarding schools, Okla
homa., beyond June 15, 1980.''. 

Resolved, That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the 
Senate numbered 51 to the aforesaid bill, 
and concur therein with a.n amendment a.s 
follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment, insert: "$86,661,000". 

Resolved, That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen
ate numbered 52 to the aforesaid bill, and 
concur therein with a.n amendment a.s fol
lows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment, insert: "$82,589,000." 

Resolved, That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the 
Senate numbered 53 to the aforesaid b111, and 
concur therein with an amendment as fol
lows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said 
amendment, insert: "$113,785,000", a.nd of 
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the amount appropriated under this head 
in P.L. 95-355, $1,400,000 shall be for an 
ex gratia payment to the people of Bikini 
Atoll". 

Resolved, That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen
ate numbered 56 to the aforesaid bill, and 
concur therein with an amendment as 
follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment, insert: "including not less than $9,-
000,000 for an Office of Construction Man
agement, $49,344,000.". 

Resolved, That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen
ate numbered 58 to the aforesaid bill, and 
concur therein with an amendment as 
follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed by said 
amendment, insert: "Sec. 108. No appropria
tions ma.de in this title shall be available for 
implementation of any decision with regard 
to any lease, administrative transfer, or with
drawal not now existing of lands and waters 
comprising Wild Horse Reservoir, Nevada, or 
any lands immediately adjacent thereto: 
Provided, That this limitation is not appli
cable to water necessary for current or fu
ture irrigation practices.". 

Resolved, That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen
ate numbered 59 to the aforesa.id bill, and 
concur therein with an amendment as 
follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed by said 
amendment, insert: "Sec. 109. No appropria
tions made in this title shall be available for 
tHe identification of lands not now so iden-
tified or acquisition (by withdrawal trans
fer or purchase) of lands for or associated 
with the Unique Wildlife Ecosystem Pro
p:ram as now defined by the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service not authorized by 
law under an existing program.". 

Resolved, That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen
ate numbered 67 to the aforesaid bill, and 
concur therein with an amendment as 
follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment, insert: "$401.242,000.". 

Resolved, That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen
ate numbered 74 to the aforesaid bill, and 
concur therein with an amendment as 
follows: 

Jn lieu of the matter proposed by said 
amendment, insert: "Alternative Fuels Pro
duction.". 

In order to expedite the domestic develop
ment and production of alternative fuels 
and to reduce dependence on foreign sup
plies of energy resources by establishing such 
domestic production at maximum levels at 
the earliest time practicable, there is here
by established in the Treasury of the United 
States a special fund to be designated the 
"Energy Security Reserve", to which ls a.p
propria. ted $19,000,000,000, to remain a.vall
able until expended: Provided, That these 
funds shall be available for obligation only 
to stimulate domestic commercial production 
of alternative fuels and only to the extent 
provided in advance in a.pprooria.tions Acts: 
Provided further, That of these funds $1,-
500,000,000 shall be available immediately 
to the Secretary of Energy to carry out the 
provisions of the Federal Nonnuclear Energy 
~earch and Development Act of 1974, as 
a.mended (42 U.S.C. 5901, et seq.), to remain 
available until expended, for the purchase 
or production by way of purchase commit
ments or price guarantees of alternative 
fuels: Provided further, That the Secretary 
shall immediately begin the contract process 
for purchases of, or commitments to pur-
chase, or to resell alternative fuels to the 
extent of appropriations provided herein: 
Provided further, That of these funds an 

additional $70B,OOO,OOO shall be available im
mediately to the Secretary of Energy, to re
main available until expended, to support 
preliminary alternative fuels commercializa
tion activities under the Federal Nonnuclear 
Energy Research and Development Act of 
1974, as amended, of which (1) not to ex
ceed $100,000,000 shall be available for proj
ect development feasibllity studies, such in
dividual awards not to exceed $4,000,000: 
Provided, That the Secretary may require re
payment of such funds where studies de
termine that such project proposals have 
economic or technical feasib111ty; (2) not to 
exceed $100,000,000 shall be available for 
cooperative agreements with non-Federal en
tities, such individual agreements not to 
exceed $25,000,000 to support commercial 
scale development of alternative fuels fac111-
ties; (3) not to exceed $500,000,000 shall be 
available for a reserve to cover any defaults 
from loan guarantees issued to finance the 
construction of alternative fuels production 
facilities as authorized by the Federal Non
nuclear Energy Research and Development 
Act of 1974, as amended: Provided, That 
the indebtedness guaranteed or committed 
to be guaranteed under this appropriation 
shall not exceed aggregate of $1,500,000,000; 
and ( 4) not to exceed $8,000,000 shall be 
available for program management. 

This Act shall be deemed to satisfy the 
requirements for ccngressiona.l action pur
suant to sections 7(c) and 19 of said Act 
with respect to any purchase commitment, 
price guarantee, or loan guarantee for which 
funds appropriated hereby are utllized or 
obligated. 

For the purposes of this appropriation the 
term "alternative fuels" means gaseous, 
liquid, or solid fuels and chemical feedstocks 
derived from coal, shale, tar sands, lignite, 
peat, biomass, solid waste, unconventional 
natural gas, and other minerals or organic 
materials other than crude oil or any deriva
tive thereof. 

Within ninety days following enactment 
of this Act, the Secretary of Energy in his 
sole discretion shall issue a solicitation for 
applications which shall include criteria for 
project development feasibllity studies de
scribed in this account. 

Loan guarantees for oil shale facllities is
sued under this appropriation may be used 
to finance construction of full-sized com
mercial facllities without regard to the pro
viso in section 19(b) (1) of said Act requir
ing the prior demonstration of a modular 
fac111ty. 

:rn any case in which the Government, 
under the provisions of this appropriation, 
accepts delivery of and does not resell any 
alternative fuels, such fuels shall be used 
by an appropriate Federal agency. Such Fed
eral agency shall pay into the reserve the 
market price, as determined by the Secre
tary, for such fuels from sums appropriated 
to ~uch Federal agency for the purchase of 
fuels. 'The Secretary shall pay the contractor, 
from sums appropriated hereln, the con
tract price for Euch fuels. 

All a.mounts received by the Secretary 
under this appropriation, including fees, any 
other monies, property, or assets derived by 
the Secretary from operations under this 
appropriation shall be deposited in the 
reserve. 

All payments for obligations and appro
priate expem:es (including reimbursements 
to other Government accounts), pursuant to 
operations of the Secretary under this ap
propriation shall be paid from the reserve 
subject to appropriations. 

For the establishment in the Treasury of 
the United States of a Ppecial fund to be 
designated the "Solar and Conservation Re
serve", $1,000,000,000 to remain available 
until expended: Provided, That these funds 
shall be available for obligation only to 
stimulate solar energy and conservation: 

Provijed further, That the withdrawal of 
.mid funds fhall be subject to the passage 
of authorizing legislation and only to the 
extent provided in advance in appropriations 
Acts. 

Beginning six months after the date of en
a.ctmen"t of this Act, and every six months 
thereafter, the Secretary is required to sub
mit to the Congress a written report detail
ing the activities carried out pursuant to 
thi~ appropriation. 

Resolved, That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen
ate numbered 91 to the aforesad.d bill, and 
concur therein with an amendment as 
follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed by said 
amendment, insert: ": Provided, That none 
of the funds appropriated under this Act to 
the Indian Health Service shall be available 
for the lease of permanent structures without 
advance provisions therefor in appropriations 
Act.". 

Resolved, That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen
ate numbered 94 to the aforesaid bill, and 
concur therein with an amendment as fol
lows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said 
amendment, insert: "$103,781,000.". 

Resolved, That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen
ate numbered 107 to the aforesaid bill, and 
concur therein with an amendment as 
follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed by said 
amendment, insert: "Federal inspector for 
the Alaska gas pipeline.". 

PERMITTING AND ENFORCEMENT 

For necessary expenses of the Federal In
spector for the Alaska Gas Pipeline, $10,600,-
000, of which $3,600,000 shall remain avail
able until expended. 

Resolved, That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen
ate numbered 108 to the aforesaid bill, and 
concur therein with an amendment as 
follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed by said 
amendment, insert: "Community Services 
Administration.". 

COMMUNrrY SERVICES PROGRAM 

For an additional amount for "Community 
services program", $1,350,000,000: Provided, 
That of this amount $1,200,000,000 shall be 
transferred by allocation to the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare for payment 
of energy grants and allowances and related 
administrative costs: Provided further, That 
energy allowances shall not be considered as 
income or resources under any other public 
or publicly assisted income tested program, 
but shall be ta.ken into consideration in de
termining eligib111ty for energy crisis assist
ance: Provided further, That the States shall, 
in awarding funds, give priority to those 
households experiencing significant increases 
in heating fuel costs over the levels of the 
previous year: Provided further, That States 
shall, in establishing such priority, provide 
for determining the extent to which increases 
in rents are ca.used by increases in heating 
fuel costs and consider such portions of in
creases 1n rents to be increases in heating 
costs: Provided further, That proof of income 
eligib111ty shall be required of all applicants: 
Provided further, That an annual audit shall 
be made awards to applicants shall be made 
after June 30, 1980: Provided further, That 
$400,000,000 shall be paid as a special one
time energy allowance to recipients of Sup
plemental Security Income distributed 
among the States according to the following 
formula: (1) 331/a per centum based on the 
number of heating degree days squared times 
the number of households below 12.5 per cen
tum of poverty; 33¥:! per centum based on 
the difference in home heating energy ex
penditures between 1978 and 1979; (3) 331/a 
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per centum based on the number of Supple
mental Security Income recipients (other 
than those receiving no more than $25 be
cause of their presence in a Medicaid insti
tution) in each State relative to the national 
total : Provided further, That no Supplemen
tal Security Income recipient shall receive 
more than $250 from the funds provided for 
Supplemental Security Income recipients: 
Provi ded further, That the remainder of any 
funds that would have been allotted to any 
State for Supplemental Security Income re
cipients if no maximum payment limitation 
had been in existence shall be allocated based 
on the State determination previously made 
in · regard to funds provided for special en
ergy allowances to recipients of Aid to Fam
ilies with Dependent Children (AFDC) or 
block grants to States: Provided further, 
That $942,600,000 shall be distributed among 
the States according to the following formu
la: (1) 50 per centum based on the number 
of heating degree days squared times the 
number of households below 125 per cen
tum of poverty; (2) 50 per centum on the 
difference in home heating energy expendi
tures between 1978 and 1979: Provided fur
ther, That, in the State Funding Plan, the 
Governor shall provide assistance for those 
who pay fuel bills indirectly as well as di
rectly : Provided further, That from revenues 
received from any windfall profit taxes im
posed by Federal law on producers of do
mestic crude oil, there shall be reimbursed 
to the general fund of the Treasury an 
amount equivalent to the amount of funds 
appropriated to carry out the purposes of 
this paragraph : Provided further, That for 
the purposes of this paragraph, the term 
"States" shall include the "insular areas" 
of the United States. 

Resolved, That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen
ate numbered 109 to the aforesaid: bill, and 
concur therein with an amendment as 
!allows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed by said 
amendment, insert: "None of the funds ap
propriated under this Act shall be available 
to implement any amendment to, or provi
sion of, the regulation under section 4(a) 
of the Emergency Petroleum Allocation Act 
of 1973 providing for an increase or de
crease in any month beginning after the date 
of the enactment of this Act in the ratio of 
the number a! entitlements issued any firm 
with respect to any imported refined petro
leum product to the number of barrels of 
such product imported by such firm in such 
month above the ratio in effect on April 30. 
1979 unless the President has transmitted 
such amendment or provision to the Con
gress as an "energv action" under Section 
!'51 of the Energy Policy and Conservation 
Act (Public Law 94-163) and neither House 
of Congress has disapproved (or both Houses 
have approved) such request in accordance 
with the procedures specified in such section 
551 of such Act.". 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. President, I 
ac:;k unanimous consent t·hat the Senate 
Mncur en bloc in the amendments of the 
House to the amendments of the Senate 
numbered 1, 3. 17. 24. 30. 37. 38. 40. 48. 49. 
50.51. 52.53.56,58,59,67, 74,91,94, 107, 
108, and 109. 

The PRF.SIDING Ol<'FICER. Without 
obiection, the motion is agreed ·to. 

DOMESTIC VOLUNTEER SERVICE 
ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1979-CON
FERENCE REPORT 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I sub
mit a report of the committee of con
ference on S. 239 and ask for its imme
diate consideration. 

The PRESIDING . OFFICER. The re
pott will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The committee of conference on the dis

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the House to the bill (S. 239) 
to authorize appropriations for programs 
under the Domestic Volunteer Service Act of 
1973, to amend such Act to fac111tate the im
provement of programs carried out there
under, and for other purposes, having met, 
after full and free conference, have agreed to 
recommend and do recommend to their re
pecti ve Houses this report, signed by a ma
jority of the conferees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senate will proceed to the 
: onsideration of the conference report. 

<The conference report will be printed 
in the proceedings of the House of Repre
sentatives.) 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, the 
conference report on S. 239 which is at 
the desk represents, I believe, a reason
able and equitable resolution of the dif
ferences between the measures passed by 
each body. Numerous Senate provisions 
were retained in the conference report 
and in those instances where both bodies 
dealt with an issue, compromises were 
reached to accommodate the views of 
both the House and Senate conferees. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues to 
approve unanimously the conference re
port on S. 239 to authorize appropria
tions for programs under the Domestic 
Volunteer Service Act of 1973, to amend 
such act to facilitate the improvement 
of programs carried out thereunder, and 
for other purposes. 

Mr. President, this legislation has been 
more than 2 years in the making. The 
programs it directly affects are Volun
teers in Service to America <VISTA), the 
University Year for ACTION program 
(UY A) , and the ACTION Agency's spe
cial and demonstration programs. It al
so affects the ACTION Agency's ability 
to administer the Older American Vol
unteer Programs-the Retired Senior 
Volunteer Program <RSVP), the Foster 
Grandparent Program, and the Senior 
Companion Program-appropriations 
for the pro~rammatic aspects of which 
were reauthorized through fiscal year 
1981 as part o!. the Comprehensive Older 
Americans Act Amendments of 1978, 
Public Law 95-478. 

Mr. President, let me summarize for 
my colleagues the history of the ACTION 
Agency and the background of this 
legislation. 

HISTORY OF THE ACTION AGENCY 

The ACTION Agency came into being 
on July l, 1971, the result of Reorganiza
tion Plan No. 1 of 1971 which was in
tended to consolidate into a single 
agency a number of voluntary action 
programs operating throughout the ex
ecutive branch of the Federal Govem
men t. Those programs were: 

VISTA-Volunteers in Service to 
America-previously administered by the 
then Office of Economic Opportunity, a 
full-time, full-year domestic volunteer 
program established in 1964 to strength
en and supplement efforts to eliminate 
poverty; 

The Peace Corps, a full-time, 2-year 

international volunteer program estab
lished in 1961 to assist underdeveloped 
nations through the use of American 
volunteers; 

The National Student Volunteer Pro
gram, previously administered by the 
Office of Economic Opportunity, a do
mestic program to encourage and as
sist student volunteer programs dealing 
with the problems of the poor; 

The Foster Grandparents program, 
initiated in 1965 in the Office of Eco
nomic Opportunity and then transferred 
to the Administration on Aging in the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
·Welfare, a domestic program to provide 
half-time opportunities for low-income 
older Americans to assist needy children; 

The retired senior volunteer pro
gram-RSVP-also previously adminis
tered by the Administration on Aging, a 
domestic program to enable retired per
sons to perform part-time voluntary 
services in their communities; 

The service corps of retired executives 
and active corps of executives--SCORE 
and ACE-previously administered by 
the Small Business Administration and 
under the terms of the 1971 Reorganiza
tion Plan, to be jointly administered by 
the Small Business Administration and 
the ACTION Agency, a domestic pro
gram providing assistance to small busi
ness people utilizing the part-time exper
tise of retired and active individuais 
with business experience. By Executive 
Order No. 11871, SCORE and ACE were 
transferred back to sole sponsorship of 
the Small Business Administration in 
July of 1975, and, pursuant to Public 
Law 95-510, appropriations for these 
programs were reauthorized under the 
Small Business Act effective October 1. 
1979, through fiscal year 1979. Legisla
tion <S. 918) to reauthorize those pro
grams through fiscal year 1982 is cur
rently pending in conference. 

Shortly after the Agency's creation, 
the university year for ACTION program 
<UY A) program was developed as a 
demonstration service-learning effort. 
Modeled after the VISTA program, the 
UY A student volunteers serve a 1-year. 
full-time term of service on antipoverty 
projects, and generally receive academic 
credit from universities for their work. 
The ACTION Agency provides grants to 
the universities to carry out the program. 
UYA received its first statutory recogni
tion, as did the ACTION Agency, in the 
Domestic Volunteer Service Act of 1973 
<Public Law 93-113). 

The enactment o! Public Law 93-113 
provided for another major new program 
in the ACTION Agency-the Senior 
rompanion program. Modeled after the 
Foster Grandparent program, Senior 
Companions are low-income Older Vol
unteers who work 20 hours per week with 
needy persons other than children, but 
particularly with other older Americans. 

The authorizations of appropriations 
in the Domestic Volunteer Service Act of 
1973 were extended for the first time in 
1975 with the enactment of Public Law 
94-135, the Older Americans Act Amend
ments of 1975, which continued for 3 
fiscal years the authorizations of appro
priations for the title II Older American 
Volunteer programs, and in 1976 by the 



11 

November 9, 1979 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 31937 

enactment of Public Law 94-293, the Do
mestic Volunteer Service Act Amend
ments of 1976, which continued for 2 
fiscal years-through fiscal year 1979-
the authorizations of appropriations for 
the remaining titles of the original act. 
The authorizations for the title II 
Older American Volunteer programs 
were extended through fiscal year 1981 
Ly the Comprehensive Older Americans 
Act Amendments of 1978, Public Law 
95-478. 

On May 16, 1979, by Executive Order 
No. 12137 the Peace Corps was desig
nated as an autonomous agency within 
the ACTION agency. 

BACKGROUND OF S. 239 

As chairman of the Senate Subcom
mittee on Child and Human Develop
ment of the Committee on Labor and 
Human Resources-which has legislative 
and oversight responsibility for the 
ACTION agency's domestic volunteer 
programs, I introduced on January 25 
of this year the legislation <S. 239) to 
extend the authorization of appropria
tions for certain of those programs 
through fiscal year 1981. Joining me as 
cosponsors were the chairman of the 
Labor and Human Resources Committee 
(Mr. WILLIAMS) who has long been a 
strong advocate of the Agency's pro
grams, and the Senator from Michigan 
<Mr. RIEGLE) a most dedicated member 
of the subcommittee. 

On February 8 and March 9, the sub
committee held hearings on S. 239 and 
on the administration's bill, S. 374. S. 239 
as modified by the subcommittee was 
favorably reported to the full commit
tee on March 28, and by the Labor and 
Human Resources Committee to the full 
Senate on April 11, 1979. The bill was 
approved by the Senate on June 20, 1979, 
by a rollcall vote of 75 to 16. 

Mr. President, the Senate had passed 
legislation similar to S. 239-S. 2617-
during the last Congress, but the House 
of Representatives did not act on that 
measure before adjournment, so the pro
grams other than those for which the 
authorizations of appropriations were ex
tended last year in Public Law 95-478 
continued to be funded under a continu
ing resolution. 

One factor delaying House considera
tion of S. 2617 last Congress was reti
cence on the part of many House Mem
bers about creating within the ACTION 
Agency a new categorical program in
volving volunteers who would work on 
problems in urban neighborhoods-a 
categorical program proposed as part 
of the Carter administration's urban pol
icy submitted on April 13, 1978. This 
year both the House and Senate resolved 
the question of how best to provide au
thority to the urban proposals by adding 
soecific references in the Agency's dis
cretionary authority in part C of title 
I of the act in order to encourage the 
Agency to conduct special or demonstra
tion programs along the lines of the 
urban volunteer activities initially pro
posed to be carried out, under a new 
categorical program-a proposed new 
rart D of title I-by S. 239 as introduced 
and in the companion House bill. H.R. 
2859 as reported from the House Educa
tion and Labor Committee. 

With the thorny question of a new 
cJ.tegorical urban volunteer program au
thor ~ty resolved by both Houses, the 
House and Senate conferees on Novem
ber 1, 1979, were able to reach agreement 
on the differences between S. 239 as 
passed by the Senate on June 20, and 
the version of the bill as passed by the 
House on October 10. 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR PROVISIONS OF S. 239 

CONFERENCE REPORT 

Mr. President, the conference report 
makes the following amendments to the 
Domestic Volunteer Service Act of 1973: 

First, provides a 3-year extension of 
the authorization <section 15) of appro
pr:ations, through fiscal year 1981, for 
title I <including authority for the 
VI3T A program, the UY A program, and 
the ACTION Agency's demonstration 
program (part C> authority. 

Second, modifies the career develop
ment plan provision for low-income 
VISTA volunteers to permit the initial 
plan to be made available within 30 days 
after, rather than prior to, assignment 
and to make such a plan available to any 
other full-time, 1-year title I volunteer 
upon request (section 2) . 

Third, modifies the Governor's ap
proval for VISTA projects by requiring 
the Governor to state in writing reasons 
for disapproving a project or a VISTA 
volunteer serving in the State or request
ing that a project be removed from the 
State <section 2). 

Fourth, modifies the terms of payment 
for VISTA volunteer stipends-end-of
service readjustment allowances-to 
make them consistent with provisions in 
the Peace Corps Act for making alloca
t~ons during service from the stipends 
being accumulated for each Peace Corps 
volunteer (section 3). 

Fifth, modifies the VISTA grant and 
contract authority in existing section 
108 to place limitations and reqiurements 
on national and regional VISTA grants 
so as to hold the fiscal year 1980 program 
level supported through such grants at 
current volunteer service year levels (in 
no event using more than $5.8 million in 
fiscal year 1980 to support such volun
teers), to require competitive awarding 
of such grants and contracts to require 
a specificaJlly identified poverty focus, 
and lower from 20 percent to 16 percent 
the limitation in existing section 108 on 
obligation of title I, part A <VISTA), 
funds for grants and contracts author
ized by existing section 402(12) (sec
tion 4). 

Sixth, modifies the requirement in ex
isting section 112 that UY A volunteers be 
enrolled for a 12-month period of service, 
to allow such volunteers to serve for a 
period of service of not less than the du
ration of an academic year, but providing 
that those who enroll for less than 1 year 
are ineligible to receive the end-of-serv
ice stipend that volunteers enrolled for 
a period of 1 year or more accrue at the 
current rate of $75 per month <sec
tion 5). 

Seventh, amends part C of title I to 
add these additional examples of author
ized demonstration programs: Financial 
and consumer counseling for low- and 
fixed-income persons; a program called 
"Helping Hand" to reduce the neces-

sity of institutionalization and ameli
orate residential isolation of older, han
dicapped, and other similarly isolated 
persons; and a program to provide tech
nical and management assistance to 
distressed communities <section 7). 

Eighth, provides authority to provide 
support for short-term, part-time volun
teers who are enrolled for periods of 
service of not less than 20 hours per 
week for not less than 26 consecutive 
weeks <section 7> ; requires that full
time title I VISTA-like volunteers as
signed under the Agency's discretionary 
authority <part C) be treated like VISTA 
volunteers for the purposes of Gover
nor's approval, provision of support, and 
requirements to take an oath; and per
mits the Director to provide stipends
up to amounts paid part A VISTA volun
teers-to full-time, full-year volunteers 
enrolled under programs such as the 
national youth service demonstration 
program. 

Ninth, adds "State or local" elections 
to the prohibitions in existing section 403 
against the use of funds appropriated 
under the act to influence Federal elec
tions and provides a limitation on the 
use of funds appropriated to carry out 
the act for any activity for the purpose 
of influencing the passage or defeat of 
legislation or proposals by initiative pe
tition except where a legislative body, 
committee thereof, or a member requests 
any employee of or volunteer assigned 
to a program to draft, review or testify 
with respect to any measure or in con
nection with an authorization or appro
priations measure directly affecting the 
operation of the program <section 8). 

Tenth, clarifies the status of low-in
come VISTA volunteers, including a pro
vision to insure that those volunteers 
whose prior AFDC or medicaid eligi
bilities are protected by the income dis
regard provisions in existing section 404 
(g) are not required to register with a 
work incentive program-WIN-sponsor 
and clarifies the income disregard provi
sions to limit their application to volun
teer payments with a value of less than 
the Federal or State minimum wage, 
whichever is the higher <section 9). 

Eleventh, requires the Director to take 
appropriate steps to encourage employers 
to take into account experience in volun
teer work in the consideration of appli
cants for employment <section 10). 

Twelfth, extends existing section 415, 
deeming volunteers to be Federal em
ployees for certain purposes, to provide 
that part-time volunteers enrolled for 
periods of service of not less than 20 
hours per week for at least 26 consecutive 
weeks may be deemed to be Federal em
ployees for purposes of the Hatch ·Act, 
Internal Revenue Code, Social Security 
Act, Federal Tort Claims Act, and Fed
eral Employees Compensation Act; make 
full-time and part-time volunteers Fed
eral employees for the purposes of waiv
ing collection of erroneous payments as 
is provided currently for Peace Corps 
volunteers; makes the Federal Tort 
Claims Act the sole available remedy of 
an individual claiming medical malprac
tice as a result of actions by a volunteer 
serving in a health care capacity <section 
11). 
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Thirteenth, expands the nondiscrimi
nation provisions in existing section 417 
to include appropriate coverage for all 
ACTION Agency volunteer applicants 
and volunteers under nondiscrimination 
policies of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, 
the Age Discrimination Act of 1975, and 
title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964; 
and requires the Director to develop ap
propriate remedies to enforce the provi
sions <section 12) . 

Fourteenth, expands provisions on 
guidelines in existing section 420 to in
clude a modification of the congressional 
teview provisions of section 431 of the 
General Education Provisions Act so as 
to require, on specified timetables, the 
publication of regulations in the Federal 
Register and submission of proposed reg
ulations to the Senate Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources and the 
House Committee on Education and 
Labor, but not providing for any congres
sional or committee veto provisions <sec
tion 13). 

Fifteenth, includes provisions to en
courage the reduction of paperwork 
<section 14>. 

Sixteenth, provides for process for re
view of project renewals by State or local 
government executive authorities and re
quires the Director to take into account 
any objection submitted by these execu
tive authorities (section 15). 

Seventeenth, requires submission of a 
report to Congress on rural needs and 
the Agency's plans for addressing those 
needs <section 16). 

Eight.eenth, deletes provisions in cur
rent law restricting the payment of 
VISTA volunteer stipend increases by 
conditioning the payment of stipend 
increases on specific appropriations pro
visions in order to protect the level of 
volunteers in the VISTA program <sec
tion 17). 

DISCUSSION 

Mr. President, for the benefit of my 
colleagues, I would like to highlight 
some of the most important provisions 
of the conference report and provide 
some background information in these 
areas. 

RESTRICTIONS ON NATIONAL GRANT PROGRAM 

As I indicated earlier, the conference 
report includes the Senate provisions 
limiting the amount of funds that can 
be used by the Agency for VISTA grants 
or contracts along with a restriction 
contained in the He-use amendment to 
reduce the percentage of funds avail
able for this purpose from 20 percent in 
existing law to 16 percent of the title I, 
part A, obligations. The conference re
port also contains the provisions in the 
Senate bill requiring that such grants or 
contracts be awarded only on a competi
tive basis and specify the Poverty prob
lems upon which they are focused. 

These modifications address concerns 
raised in ,a House Appropriations Com
mittee staff report about the ACTION 
Agency's practice of administering the 
VISTA program through grants to orga
nizations involved in multi-State or 
regional antipoverty eff om, rather than 
through the national or State ACTION 
Agency offices which is the more tra
ditional method of administering VISTA 

projects. The conference agreement on 
this issue' acknowledges the value of the 
grant programs, but limits the Agency's 
ability to administer programs through 
this mechanism in order to assure 
greater monitoring and accountability 
with respect to volunteer activities under 
the direction of such grantees. 

Mr. President, it is important to point 
out that the requirement for competi
tive awarding of such grant.s is not in
tended to preclude the ACTION Agency 
from providing technical assistance to 
potential grantees that request such 
assistance in the preparation of appli
cations. Often grass roots organizations 
with significant links to the Poverty 
community hold the best potential for 
successfully operating these programs. 
If they request assistance from the 
Agency in . preparing the necessary 
paperwork to become an eligible appli
cant, then by all means the Agency 
should lend that assistance to them or 
other potential applicants whenever it is 
requested. 

The Director of the ACTION Agency, 
in a November 1, 1979, letter to the 
chairmen of the authorizing commit
tees, analyzing the differences between 
S. 239 as passed by the Senate and the 
House companion bill, H.R. 2859, sug
gested that the requirement for com
petitive awarding of grants might im
pede the ability of the ACTION Agency 
to serve the poor "by putting the empha
sis on excellence in application writing 

· rather than the needs of the poor." This 
certainly should not be the effect of this 
requirement. What we are addressing 
here is the need to provide for as many 
qualified applicants as possible the oP
portuni ty to become involved in the 
VISTA grant program effort. 

I ask unanimous consent that the full 
text of the referenced ACTION agency 
November 1, 1979, letter be printed at the 
conclus;on of my remarks !ollowing the 
joint statement and the Cordon rule. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit U 
ENROLLMENT IN UNIVERSITY YEAR 

FOR ACTION PROGRAMS 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, as I 
noted earlier, the conference report 
amends existing law to permit UYA vol
unteers to be enrolled for an academic 
year, rather than a calendar year as 
required in existing law, but prohlbits 
the payment of stipends if they enroll 
for less than 12 months of UY A services. 
In amplification of this provision in the 
conference report, the joint explanatory 
statement stresses that the conferees 
feel that the practice of enrolling stu
dents for a full-year commitment with 
the expectation that they will resign 
after 9 months should be discontinued 
and that anv UYA contract or grant 
should provide that, except in extraor
dinary circumstances, academic credit 
should be reduced .for those students 
who make a full-year commitment, re
ceive stipends in connection therewith, 
and then resign early. Mr. President, the 
strong feeling of the conferees on this 
point stems from the view that the pri
mary purpose of this program should be 

service to the client community, not the 
benefits to the student volunteer. Com
munities are led to expect the help of a 
UY A volunteer for a period of 1 year. It 
is unfair to those ·communities for the 
agency or the university grantee to cre
ate that expectation, knowing full well 
that the volunteer intends to resign 
months earlier. 

The intent of this provision is to give 
the UYA grantees two options: First, 
the UYA grantee can operate a 9-month 
program, but it cannot off er volunteer 
participants in such a program the $75 
monthly stipend available for volunteers 
who serve in programs of at least a full 
year's duration; or second, it can oper
ate a full-year program and provide its 
student volunteers the stipend, but its 
grant or contract should include provi
sions requiring a proportionate reduction 
in the credit available to students who 
enroll for the full-year program but who 
leave before their commitment is rea
lized. The intent of such a provision 
would be to discourage students from 
leaving the program early to take paying 
summer jobs, since to do so would mean 
that such student would at some point 
have to spend time taking additional 
courses to make up for the lost credits. 

Mr. President, I intend to monitor 
carefully compliance with these new pro
visions, and, if the record shows that the 
ACTION Agency or its UY A grantees are 
failing to live up to the spirit of the 
new provisions, I will take steps to deal 
with the matter legislatively. I 
DEMONSTRATION PROGRAMS UNDER PART C OF I 

TITLE I 

Mr. President, as I have also indi
cated, one of the issues which delayed 
enactment of the predecessor of this 
legislation during the last Congress was 
the continuing controversy over the 
establishment of a new categorical 
"urban volunteer" program. The Senate 
bill we approved last June did not con
tain such a categorical program, but 
rather added to the existing part C dem
onstration program authority exam
ples of specific programs that the agency 
could carry out along the lines of some 
of the activities that would have been 
authorized by the proposed part D in 
S. 239 as introduced. The House amend
ment took the same approach but added 
as another example of a demonstration 
program a program of technical and 
management assistance to distressed 
communities. This example, along with 
a program of assistance to victims of 
domestic violence, which had been in
cluded in the Senate bill but not the 
House amendment, was included in the 
conference report. 

Another program initially proposed 
as part of the urban package and in
cluded in H.R. 2859 as reported was to 
be knoWn as the "Good Neighbor Fund," 
but it was agreed that since the Agency 
is currently undertaking a similar effort 
to provide seed money for neighbor
hood betterment projects, known as the 
"minigrant" program, it was unneces
sary to make specific reference to such 
activities. However, Mr. President, as I 
pointed out at the outset, it must be 
stressed that it is the intention of the 
conferees that any new urban-type pro-
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grams developed pursuant to the pro
visions in the conference report and 
any expansion of the "minigrant" pro
gram must be along the lines of the 
urban volunteer activities initially pro
posed to be carried out under a new cate
gorical program under the new part D 
that would have been added to title I 
by S. 239 as introduced and by H.R. 2859 
as reported from the House Education 
and Labor Committee-a categorical 
program authority, as I have indicated, 
that was dropped from both bills. 

The following are examples of require- . 
ments that would apply to the ACTION 
Agency's initiation of urban-type 
volunteer activities under the part C 
authority: 

First, in the development and imple
mentation of the program: Consultation 
between the Directors of the ACTION 
agency and the Community Services Ad
ministration; consultation with the 
mayor or other chief executive authority 
of an urban area that the program would 
serve. 

Second, in the selection of the grantee: 
An application process must be estab
lished; public announcement and efforts 
must be made to notify potential eligi
bles, including all community action 
agencies; special consideration must be 
given to organizations in the area to be 
served which have demonstrated their 
effectiveness in serving the client com
munity, and CAA's must be given a pre
sumptive role unless there is strong justi
fication for concluding that another 
agency in the area would be superior. 

Third, program emphasis must be di
rected toward problems with poverty. 

Fourth, administrative expenses may 
not exceed 15 percent of the amount 
available for carrying out the program. 

Fifth, volunteers serving in the new 
programs would serve under the same 
terms, conditions, and restrictions, and 
wo1.lld receive and accrue the same allow
ances and stipends and be subject to the 
same limitations as volunteers of similar 
character serving in other programs 
under the act. 

Sixth, regarding any "seed money" 
activities: Consultation with the mayor 
or other chief executive authority; 
limits on the amounts of grants. 

POLITICAL ACTIVITIES 

Mr. President, both the Senate and 
House measures contained amendments 
to the provisions of section 403 of the act. 
Under section 403 (a) of existing law, no 
part of any funds appropriated to carry 
out the act, nor any program adminis
tered by the ACTION agency, may be 
used to finance, directly, or indirectly, 
any activity designed to infiuence the 
outcome of any election to Federal office, 
or any voter registration activity. The 
Senate bill added "State or local" elec
tions to this prohibition. The conference 
agreement contains this provision from 
the Senate bill. 

Both the Senate and House measures 
added provisions aimed at prohibiting 
activities designed to influence legisla
tion. The Senate bill added such a pro
vision to section 403 Ca). The House 
amendment amended section 403(b) to 
prohibit such activities with respect to 
both legislative and regulatory bodies 

CXXV--200~Part 24 

and initiative petition activities. The 
Senate amendment, however, included 
express exceptions to these prohibitions: 
First, where a full-time volunteer is re
quested to make representations by a 
legislative body, committee or a member 
thereof, or second, with respect to a part
time volunteer while not serving under 
the act. 

Mr. President, the conference agree
ment includes a provision which amends 
section 403(b) to prohibit the use of 
funds appropriated under the act for ac
tivities designed to infiuence the passage 
or def eat of legislation or proposals by 
initiative petition except where a request 
is made to an employee or volunteer of a 
program by a legislative body, commit
tee, or member thereof or in connection 
with an authorization or appropriation 
measure directly affecting the activities 
of the program. 

Mr. President, the exceptions are in
tended to identify what both Houses 
meant by the antilobbying provisions. 
The latter exception would permit, for 
example, an older Ameri:an volunteer 
program or volunteer to communicate 
with State or local legislative bodies con
cerning the appropriation of funds for 
the operation of such a program or of 
all similar programs within the State. 
This exemption is of particular impor
tance for older American volunteer 
programs because of the requirement 
under the act that they obtain a "local 
share." It would also permit volunteers 
or programs to communicate with legis
lative bodies with respect to measures 
which affect the existence or basic struc
ture or operation of a program, and not 
be limited solely to the ACTION agency
funded portion of the program. A pro
gram would also be able to communicate 
its views on the overall ACTION agency 
program of which it is a part and not be 
limited solely to its own participation in 
the program. 

The Senate did not accept the exten
sion of antilobbying provisions to rule
making or regulatory bodies since public 
participation is often included as a re
quirement in the statutory authority for 
such agencies. Regulations are often 
published by regulatory bodies solely for 
the purpose of soliciting input from in
dividuals and groups who might be af
fected by the proposed regulations. As a 
policy matter, we felt it would be unwise 
to close off these legitimate communi
cations. 

I believe the provisions of the confer
ence agreement represent a reasonable 
compromise between the concerns of the 
proponents of these amendments and the 
legitimate needs of programs and volun
teers to communicate with members of 
legislative bodies. 

INCOME-DISREGARD PROVISIONS 

Mr. President, as noted earlier, the 
conference report contains a provision 
limiting the application of the income
disregard provisions of existing law to 
situations where the value of the pay
ments made to a volunteer are less than 
the Federal minimum wage or, if higher, 
the minimwn wage of the State where 
a volunteer is serving. 

This provision was added to . the pred
ecessor Senate bill developed during the 

95th Congress-S. 2617-as a floor 
amendment by the Senator from Kansas 
Mr. DoLE). He was concerned about 
the extent of the coverage of the income
disregard provisions in existing law. The 
present section 404(g) provisions pro
tect Government payments or benefits 
received by volunteers before their serv
ice in ACTION agency programs from 
being reduced or eliminated by virtue of 
that service. For instance, older Amer
ican volunteers do not have their social 
security benefits reduced because of their 
participation in either the foster grand
parent or senior companion programs. 

Senator DOLE was concerned that vol
unteers who may be receiving payments 
under ACTION Agency programs that 
equalled or exceeded the minimum wage 
might also be receiving other kinds of 
benefits from other Government pro
grams. He felt that the income disregard 
provisions needed to be cut off at some 
point, and that the level of the m~imum 
wage was a reasonable cut-off pomt. In 
order to address his concern, we included 
a provision in the Senate bill to limit 
the application of the income disregard 
provision in existing law to payments to 
volunteers the value of which, when re
flecting hours worked by a given vol
unteer, is less than the minimum wage. 

The provision in the conference report 
is more flexible than the Senate bill pro
vision in that it makes allowance for the 
higher living costs in States such as 
Hawaii and Alaska by including as a 
yardstick the State minimum wage, if 
higher than the Federal minimum wage, 
as the limit on application of the in
come-disregard provision. 
NONDISCRIMINATION PROVISIONS AS THEY APPLY 

TO THE PEACE CORPS 

The conference report contains the 
antidiscrimination provisions in the Sen
ate bill with respect to all volunteer ap
plicants and volunteers, ,both those serv
ing in the United States and overseas. 

Mr. :President, I wish to point out that 
the inclusion in the Senate legislation 
of the Peace Corps in the provision's 
prohibitions came long before issuance 
of the President's Executive Order No. 
12137 of May 16, 1979, which designated 
the Peace Corps as an autonomous 
agency within the ACTION Agency and 
delegated to the Peace Corps Director the 
authorities under the Peace Corps Act 
which had previously been delegated to 
the Director of the ACTION Agency. The 
inclusion of Peace Corps volunteer serv
ice in this provision of the Domestic 
Volunteer Service Act is in no way meant 
to be inconsistent with the Executive 
order. In view of the Executive order
which has been expressly sanctioned by 
the Congress on several occasions-it 
seems to me necessary and appropriate 
that the ACTION Agency Director dele
gate to the Peace Corps Director the au
thority to administer this provision as it 
applies to Peace Corps volunteer service, 
subject to the condition that the regula
tions pertaining to VISTA and Peace 
Corps volunteer service be coordinated in 
order to assure that the treatment for 
Peace Corps volunteer applicants and 
volunteers is not inconsistent with the 
treatment, for this purpose, of domestic 
volunteer applicants and volunteers. 
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Such a delegation would, of course, carry 
with it the responsibility for the Peace 
Corps Director, in preparing the Peace 
Corps' regulations, to carry out the spe
cific consultations required by section 
417 (c) (2). In order to reflect more clearly 
its present status, the Peace Corps may 
deem it appropriate to seek the enact
ment of language in the Peace Corps Act 
identical to that of the present proVision. 
If such language were later enacted, I 
would, of course, have no objection to 
striking the reference to Peace ·corps 
volunteer service from section 417 of the 
Domestic Volunteer SerVice Act, as pro
vided for in the conference report. 

EARMARKING 0 :;> TrrLE I FUNDS 

Mr. President, section 15 of the con
ference report earmarks the appropria
tion of funds under title I. With respect 
to the serVice-learning programs author
ized by part B of title I, the conference 
report includes earmarking to assure that 
after $28 million of a title I appropria
tion is made available for VISTA during 
both fiscal years 1980 and 1981, not less 
than $2.3 million and $1.6 million for each 
of these years, respectively, must be made 
available from title I appropriations to 
carry out the university year for ACTION 
program, and not less than $500,000 in 
each such year must be made available 
for operation of other serVice-learning 
programs. The intent here is to gtiaran
tee sufilcient funding to enable VISTA to 
support and do so adequately at least the 
same number of volunteers supported 
during fiscal year 1979-approximately 
4.000-to provide sufficient funding so 
that the ACTION agency can meet its 
commitments to current recipients of 
UY A grants and to proVide the same 
amount of money as is now expended 
during both those fiscal years for the 
Agency's technical assistance serVice
learning efforts, formerly known as the 
National Student Volunteer program
NSVP-and recentlv renamed the Na
tional Center for SerVice Learning. 

Jn addition, the conference report pro
vides that not less than 50 percent of 
the funds appropriated for part C of title 
I-the Agency's special and demonstra
tion program authority-in each of fiscal 
years 1980 and 1981 in excess of $2.5 mil
lion but not more than $10 'million, shall 
be used to carry out the fixed-in
come counseling and "Helping Hand" 
programs. 

OTHER SENATE PROVISIONS 

Mr. President, I want to make refer
ence to two provisions of the Senate
passed bill which are not included in the . 
conference report. First, the Senate
passed bUl contained a nongermane 
amendment which I had proposed in 
order to proVide authority to the Com
missioner of Rehabilitation SerVices in 
the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare (section 17) to continue 
funding, until December 13, 1980, from 
funds appropriated under section 100 
(b) (2) of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 
CPubllc Law 93-112), entities conducting 
projects under section 130 of that pub
lic law prior to the enactment of the 
Rehabilitation, Comprehensive Services, 
and Developmental Disabilities Act of 
1978 (Public Law 95-602). However, be
cause we were unable to complete action 

on this measure prior to the close of the 
1979 fiscal year, this provision became 
moot. 

The second provision in the Senate
passed bill was contained in a separate 
title II which was offered as a floor 
amendment by the Senator from Min
nesota (Mr. DURENBER"GER). This proVi
sion would have established a Commis
s:on on Volunteerism to study the ap
propriate roles for persons of all ages 
and all socioeconomic levels in volun
teering in our Nation. I welcomed this 
initiative because I felt that such a Com
mission could serve a constructive pur
pose in helping us to consider, in a care
ful manner, what more could be done to 
promote volunteerism. I offered a floor 
amendment, which was accepted, to re
quire a focus, in the course of the study, 
on a comprehensive approach to youth 
participation in volunteering. However, 
both the House and Senate conferees be
came aware of the concern from inter
ested groups about the establishment of 
such a Commission and a strong desire 
on their part to have input into the di
rection and composition of such a Com
mission. 

During the conference, Mr. President, 
the House conferees expressed their de
sire to hold hearings on this subject so 
that all of these views could be taken 
into account. The Senate-sponsor of this 
provision also has indicated his willing
ness to follow this approach. 

CONCLUSION 

Mr. President, this legislation contains 
important new provisions to enable the 
ACTION agency to carry out more ef
fectively its responsibilities to the people 
and the communities its programs are 
designed to serve, to the hundreds of 
thousands of indiViduals who give so 
selflessly of their time and energies in 
making those programs work, and to the 
potential volunteers in America who 
have the resources to contribute so much 
to the betterment of our society. The au
thorizations of appropriations it con
tains will pave the way for an appropria
tions measure that, I hope, will enable 
these programs to reach the goals set out 
for them by the administration and the 
Congress. I urge my colleagues to give 
their full support to the conference re
port on S. 239. 

Mr. President, I want to express my 
appreciation to the members of my staff, 
Fran Butler, Susanne Martinez, Mary 
Lopatto, Joanne Harrison, and Jon 
Steinberg, and Judy Waggner, Carole 
Ansheles, and Bill Gaul of the staff of 
the House Education and Labor Com
mittee as well as the Senate and House 
legislative counsels, Blair Crownover 
and John Cimko, for their assistance on 
this conference report. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

JOI:NT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE 

COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE 

The managers on the part of the House 
and the Senate at the conference on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the House to the bill (S. 
239) to authorize appropriations for pro
grams under the Domestic Volunteer Serv
ice Act of 1973, to amend such Act to fa-

cmta.te the improvement of programs car
ried out thereunder, and for other purposes, 
submit the following joint statement to the 
House and the Senate in explanation of 
the effect of the action agreed upon by the 
managers and recommended in the accom
panying conference report: 

The House amendment to the text of the 
bill struck out a.11 of the Senate bill after 
the enacting clause and inserted a sub
stitute text. 

The Senate recedes from its disagreement 
to the amendment of the House with an 
amendment which is a. substitute for the 
Senate bill and the House amendment. The 
provisions of the Senate bill, the House 
amendment, and the substitute a.greed to in 
conference a.re noted below, except for cler
ical corrections, conforming changes ma.de 
necessary by agreements reached by the con
ferees, and minor drafting and clarifying 
changes. 

CAREER DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR VISTA 
VOLUNTEERS 

Time when provided 
Both the Senate bill and the House 

amendment provide that the post-service 
career development plan required by exist
ing law for a.11 low-income VISTA volun
teers be provided within 30 days after the 
volunteer's assignment, rather than, as a.t 
present, prior to such assignment. 

The conference agreement includes this 
provision. 

Provision to other volunteers 
The Senate bill requires the Director to 

offer and provide, upon request, such a 
career development plan to any other VISTA 
volunteer enrolled in a. program under title 
I for a. period of full-time service of one year 
or more. 

The House amendment does not contain 
a. comparable provision. 

The House ·recedes. 
ASSIGNMENT OF VISTA VOLUNTEERS AND TER

MINATION AND RENEWAL OF PROJECTS 

The Senate bill adds the following re
quirements to the provision in existing law 
regarding the disapproval by a. Governor or 
other chief executive officer of a State of the 
assignment of VISTA volunteers: (1) that 
such a disapproval of a. proposed project by 
the chief executive officer must be made in 
writing within 45 days ·after submission of 
notice to him, supported by a. statement of 
rea~ons for the disapproval, and (2) that 
the Director shall terminate a.n ongoing proj
ect or program, or the assignment of a par
ticular volunteer, not later than 30 days 
after a request to do so is ma.de, in writing 
supported by a. statement of reasons, by 
the chief executive officer, or at such later 
date as is agreed upon by the Director and 
the official. 

The House amendment provides for dis
approval of VISTA projeots and termina.tion 
of volunteers at the request of local om
cia.ls, and adds a. new section prohl.bitlng 
the Director from renewing any contra.ct 
or grant to carry out any project under the 
Act if the chief executive officer of the State 
involved does not concur in such renewal, 
and providing that if any mayor or other 
local authority objects to ·a renewal the 
Director take this objection into account 
in deciding whether to renew the project. 

The con!erence agreement includes the 
Senate provision relating to assignment of 
VISTA volunteers and a. new section 424 
relating to all programs carried out under 
the Act which provides tha.t if the execu
tive authority of 1a.ny local or State govern
ment submits to the Director, not later than 
30 days before the expiration of any con
tract or grant, a statement objecting to the 
renewal of such contrsot or grant, the Di
rector shall review such statement and take 
it into account in determining whether to 
renew such contract or grant and sba.11 
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submit to such executive authority a writ
ten statement of reasons regarding t he Di
rector's determination with specific refer
ence to any objection so submitted. 

VISTA VOLUNTEER STIPENDS 

Both the Senate bill and the House 
amendment provide that accrued stipends 
may be payable during the period of a volun
teer's service, in accordance with regulations 
prescribed by the Director. 

The conference agreement includes this 
provision. 

VISTA GRANTS AND CONTRACTS 

The House amendment reduces from 20 
p1:.rcent to 15 percent the limitation in exist
ing law on obligation of title I, part A 
(VISTA), funds for grants and contracts 
under section 402(12). 

The Senate bill provides for a ceiling of 
$5,800 ,000 for fiscal year 1980 for such pur
pose and that in no case shall funds obligated 
in fiscal year 1980 support a greater number 
of volunteer service years than during fiscal 
year 1979. In addition, the Senate bill re
quires that the recipients of any new VISTA 
project administered through such a grant 
or contract be selected through a competitive 
process which shall include ( 1) public an
nouncement and (2) a requirement that each 
applicant and any resultant grant or con
tract clearly identify the poverty problems 
on which the project will focus. 

The conference agreement includes both 
provisions, but raises the percentage in the 
House amendment from 15 percent to 16 
percent to be consistent with the effects of 
the restrictions in the Senate bill. 

SERVICE IN UNIVERSITY YEAR FOR 

ACTION PROGRAMS 

The House amendment provides that vol
unteers serving in University Year for AC
TION (UYA) programs may be enrolled for 
periods of service of not less than the dura
tion of an academic year, rather than the 
existing law requirement of a full year. 

The Senate blll does not contain a com
parable provision. 

The Senate recedes with an amendment 
providing that volunteers so enrolled for 
less than 12 months may not receive stipends 
under section 105 (a) ( 1) . The conferees be
lieve that the practice of enrolling students 
for a full-year commitment with the expec
t.ation that they will resign after nine months 
should be discontinued and that any 

The House recedes with an amendment 
adding programs to provide technical and 
management assistance to distressed 
communities. It is the intention of the 
conferees that the conditions set forth in the 
new part D which would have been added to 
title I by S. 239 as introduced and by H.R. 
2859 as reported be applied to the carrying 
out of any urban volunteer activities that 
would have been authorized by that new 
part. 
Recruitment, selection, and training of spe

cial volunteers 
The Senate bill restates and clarifies the 

authority in existing law for the Director to 
provide for the recruitment, selection, and 
training of volunteers for programs a.u
thorized by title I , part C. 

The House amendment does not contain a 
comparable provision. 

The Houses recedes. 
Support for and conditions of service of 

part-time, short-term volunteers 

Both the Senate blll and the House 
amendment authorize the Director to pro
vide support for part-time, short-term 
volunteers and clarify the status of run
time title I, part C, volunteers. The Senate 

bill, but not the House amendment, pro
vi:les that full-time volunteers enrolled for 
periods of 1 year or more shall be subject to 
the provisions of section 103 ( d) relating 
to veto by the Chief Executive officer of a 
State. 

The House recedes. 
Report on programs established 

The Senate blll requires a report to the 
-appropriate committees of Congress, not 
later than 18 months after funds are first 
made available after the date of enactment 
of this legislation, on the programs, ac
tivities, grants, and contracts made, and the 
specific arrangements for the evaluations of 
such programs, activities, grants, and con
tracts. 

The House amendment does not contain a 
comparable provision. 

The House recedes. 
POLITICAL ACTIVITIES 

State and local elections 
The Senate bill adds a prohibition on the 

use of funds to finance, directly or in
directly, any activity designed to influence 
the outcome of any election to "State or 
local", as well as (at present) Federal, office. 

The House amendment does not contain a 
comparable provision. 

The House recedes with a technical 
amendment. 

Lobbying 
The Senate bill a.mends section 403 (a) to 

add to the prohibitions there a prohibition 
on the use of ACTION Agency funds or pro
grams for the purpose of financing any ac
tivity designed to influence a member of a 
State or local legislative body on any legis
lative or appropriation measure, with the 
proviso that this shall not prevent commu
nication with or provision of information 
to any such member by a part-time volun
teer when not serving as a volunteer or, at 
the request of such member, committee, or 
legislative body, by any full-time volunteer. 

The House amendment amends ~tion 
403(b) to (1) provide that programs assisted 
under the Act may not be carried out "in 
any inanner for the purpose of providing 
assistance for" any of the activities pro
hibited in section 403 (b) rather than the 
provision in existing law which prohibits 
the carrying out of those activities "in a 
manner supporting or resulting in the iden
tification of such programs" with the pro
hibited activities, and (2) add a prohibition 
on programs furnishing any assistance in 
connection with partiswn or non-partisan at
tempts to influence the passage or defeat 
of any Federal, State, or local legislation, 
referenda or other ballot initiatives, or any 
ruleinaking or regulatory action. 

The conference agreement provides that 
no funds appropriated to oarry out this Act 
shall be used by any program for activities 
for the purpose of influencing the passage 
or defeat of legislation or proposals by ini
tiative petition, and clarifies that this anti
lobbying provision does not preclude ( 1) 
communications where a legislative body, a 
committee of a legislative body, or a member 
of a legislwtive body requests any volunteer 
in, or employee of, such a program to draft, 
review, or testify regarding measures or to 
make representations to such legislative 
body, committee, or member, or (2) in con
nection with an authorization or appropria
tion measure directly affecting the a.otivities 
of the program. It is the intention of the 
conferees that "measure directly affecting 
the activities of the program" not be inter
preted to be limited solely to a measure af
fecting the ACTION-Agency-funded portion 
of a particular program's activities, but 
rather be interpreted to mean any measure 
affecting the existence or basic structure or 
operation of the program. 

RECEIPT OF ASSISTANCE OR SERVICES UNDER 
OTHER FEDERAL PROGRAMS 

Clarification of status of low-income VISTA 
volunteers 

Both the Senate bill and the House 
amendment provide that full-time volun
teers under title I otherwise entitled to 
receive assistance under Federal Govern
ment programs before their enrollment shall 
not be denied assistance because of a failure 
to seek or accept employment or training 
during periods of volunteer service. 

The conference agreement contains this 
provision. 

Effective date 
The House amendment establishes an ef

fective date of October 1, 1979 for the provi
sion. 

The Senate bill does not contain a com
parable provision. 

The House recedes. 
Limitation on income-disregard provisions 

The Senate bill adds an exception to the 
income-disregard provisions in existing law 
to limit the application of that provision 
to volunteer payments with a value of less 
than the Federal minimum wage. 

The House amendment does not contain 
a comparable provision. 

The House recedes with an amendment 
providing that the income-disregard provi
sions shall continue to apply as long as the 
Director determines that the value of such 
payments does not exceed the State's mini
mum wage if higher than the Federal. 

VOLUNTEER EXPERIENCE 

Both the Senate blll and the House 
amendment provide for the Director, in con
sultation with the heads of other depart
ments and agencies , to take appropriate 
steps to encourage employers to take into 
account experience in volunteer work in the 
consideration of applicants for employment 
and in preparing employment application 
forms. The Senate bill, but not the House 
amendment, specifically includes consulta
tion with the Director of the Office of Per
sonnel Management and the Secretaries of 
Labor, Commerce, and the Treasury. 

The House recedes. 
REGIONAL DisTRmUTION 

The Senate bill provides that benefits and 
services under the Act be distributed equit
ably among the various regions of the coun
try in addition to the requirement in ex
isting law for equitable distribution be
tween residents of rural and urban areas. 

The House amendment does not contain 
a comparable provision. 

The senate recedes. 
APPLICATION OF OTHER FEDERAL LAWS 

Volunteers covered 
The House amendment provides that, 

in addition to the full-time volunteers 
presently deemed to be Federal employees 
for the purposes of the Hatch Act, the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1954, title II of 
the Social Security Act, the Federal Tort 
Claims Act, and the Federal Employees' 
Compensation Act, all other full-time vol~ 
unteers who serve 8 weeks and part-time 
volunteers enrolled for at least 20 hours 
per week for 26 or more consecutive weeks 
shall also be deemed Federal employees a.s 
the Director determines appropriate for the 
purposes of these Acts. 

The Senate bill provides for the same 
coverage but does not limit coverage of full
time volunteers in terms of the length of 
their service. 

The House recedes. 
Levels of compensation 

Both the Senate bill and the House 
amendment provide that, for the purpose 
of treating volunteers as Federal employees 
for the purposes of the Federal Employee's 
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Compensation Act, the annual rate of pay 
for a full-time volunteeer shall be deemed 
to be the entry salary for a GS-7 employee. 

The Senate blll provides that the annual 
rate of pay for a part-time volunteer shall 
be deemed to be the entry salary for a GS-7 
or an appropriate portion thereof as deter
mined by the Director. The House amend
ment provides that the annual rate of pay 
for a part-time volunteer shall be deemed 
to be the entry salary for a GS-2. 

The House recedes. 
Application of Federal Tort Claims Act 
Both the Senate blll and the House 

amendment, with technical differences, add 
a new provision to the Act to make the Fed
eral Tort Claims Act the sole available 
remedy of an individual claiming medical 
malpractice as a result of actions by a volun
teer serving in a health-care capacity. The 
House amendment, but not the Senate bill, 
applies the new provision t o only full-time 
volunteers. 

The House recedes. 
NONDISCRIMINATION PROVISIONS 

Both the Senate bill and the House 
amendment expand t he various nondiscrimi
nation provisions in existing law to cover 
volunteer applicants and volunteers serving 
in ACTION Agency programs under title I of 
the Act, and provide for a remedy process. 
The Senate bill, but not the House amend
ment, extends coverage to all volunteer ap
plicants and volunteers serving in ACTION 
Agency programs. The Senate bill requires 
the Director, in preparing the handicapped 
discrimination regulations, to consult with 
the Rehab111tation Act title V Interagency 
Coordinating Council , whereas the House 
amendment specifies such consultation with 
the Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare. 

The House recedes. 
LEGISLATIVE VETO AND REPORTING 

REQUIREMENTS 

The House amendment adds a provision 
including the requirements of section 431 of 
the General Education Provisions Act (20 
U.S.C. 1232), relating to the Congressional 
review and veto of regulations, with two dif
ferences: (1) section 420(a) (1) adds that 
any regulation, as defined, prescribed by the 
Director shall not have the standing of a 
Federal statute and (2) section 431 (f) of 
the General Education Provisions Act is not 
included. 

The Senate bill does not have a com
parable provision. 

The Senate recedes with a substitute 
amendment requiring the publication in the 
Federal Register of regulations prescribed 
under the Domestic Volunteer Service Act of 
1973, submission of such proposed regula
tions to the Education and Labor Committee 
of the House of Representatives and the 
Labor and Human Resources Committee of 
the Senate, rtelaying the effective date of 
regulations until 30 days after publication in 
the Federal Register (and final regulations 
until 45 days after submitted to such Com
mittees) unless the Director waives such 
requirement on the basis of a determination 
(and so notifies the Committees) that such 
delay would cause substantial hardship for 
the in tended beneficiaries of a program, re
quiring the Director to submit to those Com
mittees, not later than 60 days after the date 
of the eriactmen t of any part of any Act 
affecting the administration of any program 
under the Domestic Volunteer Service Act of 
1973, a timetable for promulgation of all 
regulations implementing such former Act or 
part of such Act which timetable shall pro
vide that all final regulations be prescribed 
within 180 days after submission of the 
schedule. unless the Director determines 
that, due to circumstances unforeseen at 
the time of submission of such a schedule, 
the schedule submitted cannot be met, and 

providing that, under such circumstances, 
the Director need not comply with the origi
nal s chedule but rather shall submit a no
tice of such determination, including a 
statement of reasons, to the Committees 
along with a new schedule which shall be 
considered as the schedule originally sub
mitted, thereby beginning anew the submis-: 
sion-of-schedule process. 

REDUCTION OF PAPERWORK 

Both the Senate bill and the House amend
ment provide for the Director to take such 
action as may be necessary to reduce paper
work under the Act. The House amendment, 
but not the Senate bill, makes ret:'erences to 
chapter 35 of title 44, United States Code, 
relating to coordination of Federal reporting 
services. 

The House recedes. It is the expectation 
of the conferees that the Director will adhere 
to the provisions of 44 U.S.C. 3501 et seq., 
relating to the coordination of Federal re
porting services, in carrying out this 
provision. 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

Title I 
The Senate bUl authorizes the appropria

tion of such sums as may be necessary under 
section 501 for title I programs for fiscal years 
1979, 1980, and 1981. 

The House amendment authorizes the ap
propriation for this purpose of $42,413,000 for 
fiscal year 1980 and such sums as may be 
necessary for fiscal year 1981. 

The House recedes. 
Poverty earmark in title I 

The Senate bill strikes out $29,600,000 and 
inserts in lieu thereof 80 percent as the mini
mum amount of appropriated funds to be 
expended on title I programs designed to 
eliminate poverty and poverty-related prob
lems. 

The House amendment does not contain a 
comparable provision. 

The Senate recedes. 
VISTA earmark 

The Senate bill strikes out a provision re
ferring to a minimum amount of funds ($22,-
300,000) to be expended on programs author
ized under part A of title I and strikes out 
the requirement that funds appropriated in 
excess of $37,600,000 be allocated so as to 
provide for a commensurate increase in the 
funds available for part A. 

The House amendment does not contain a 
comparable provision. 

The Senate recedes. 
Earmark of title I, part B, funds 

The Senate bill (1) allows up to 13 percent 
of the first $4,000,000 In title I , part B, appro
priations to be used for programs other than 
UYA, rather than not more than 10 percent 
of the first $6,700,000 as in present law, and 
(2) notwithstanding that limitation, allows 
for one-third of the first $1,000,000 appropri
ated for pa.rt B programs to be used for con
tinuation of programs, other than UYA, of 
demonstrated effectiveness. 

The House amendment eliminates the ex
isting 10-percent limitation and provides 
(1) that not less than $873,000 (the amount 
of the Administration fl.seal year 1980 budget 
request) shall be available for the operation 
of service-learning programs under section 
114 for each of fiscal years 1980 and 1981 
and (2) that not less than $3,200,000 shall be 
available for UYA programs for fl.seal year 
1980 and not less than $2,200 ,000 for fl.seal 
year 1981. 

The conference agreement provides that 
(1) up to 22 percent of part B appropriations 
may be used for programs other than UYA 
and (2) of the funds appropriated for ea.ch 
of fiscal years 1980 and 1981 for carrying 
out title I not less than $28,000,000 shall 
first be available for the purpose of carrying 
out pa.rt A of the title, and, of the funds ap-

propria.ted in excess of $28,000,000, not less 
than $2 ,300,000 and $1 ,600,000 in the two fl.s
eal yea.rs, respectively, shall be available for 
the operation of UYA in each such year, and 
not less than $500,000 in each such year 
shall be available for the operation of other 
service-learning programs. 

Earmark of title I, part C, funds 
The Senate blll requires that not less than 

50 percent of title I, part C, funds exceeding 
the fiscal year 1979 level of appropriations 
shall be used to carry out the fixed-income 
counseling and "Helping Hand" programs. 

The House amendment does not contain a 
comparable provision. 

The Hou·se recedes with a. substitute 
amendment providing that not less than 50 
percent of the funds appropriated for title 
I, part C, in fiscal years 1980 and 1981 in ex
cess of $2,500,000 but not more than $10,-
000,000 shall be used to carry out the fixed
income counseling and "Helping Hand" 
programs. 

Title III 
The Senate bill authorizes the appropria

tion of such sums as may be necessary for 
fl.seal year 1979 for title III programs now 
reauthorized in the Small Business Act as 
a result of P.L. 95-510. 

The House amendment does not contain 
a comparable provision. 

The Senate recedes. 
Title IV 

The Senate bill authorizes the appropria
tion of such sums as may be necessary for 
title IV-Program Administration-for fl.seal 
years 1979 and 1980. The House amendment 
authorizes such appropriations for fiscal 
years 1980 and 1981. 

The conference agreement authorizes tqe 
appropriation of such sums as may be nec
essary for title IV for fiscal years 1979, 1980, 
and 1981. 

REPORT ON RURAL PROGRAMMING 

Both the Senate bill and the House amend
ment provide for the Director of the ACTION 
Agency to report to Congressional Commit
tees on special needs and circumstances to 
be addressed in designing programs under 
the Act in rural areas. The House amend
ment, but not the Senate bill, specifies that 
the report be submitted only to the author
iz!ng Committees and spells out the content 
of the report in more detail. 

The conference agreement incorporates the 
Senate provision with the House description 
of the report contents. 

STIPEND INCREASES FOR FULL•TIME 
VOLUNTEERS 

Both the Senate blll and the House amend
ment a.mend section 5(b) of Public Law 94-
130 (the 1975 Peace Corps Act Amendments) 
by striking out the la.st sentence thereof in 
order to permit appropriations for the in
crease in the stipend for full-time volun
teers to $75 per month, as authorized in that 
law, without specifically providing for the 
increase in any appropriations Act. 

The conference agreement contains this 
provision. 

REHABILITATION AMENDMENTS 

The Senate blll authorizes the Commis
sioner of Rehabilitation Services to continue 
funding until December 31, 1980, from·funds 
appropriated under section lOO(b) (2) of the 
Rehab111ta.tion Act of 1973 (P.L. 93-112). 
This amendment addresses a. situation which 
a.rose when the statutory authorities under 
which such entities were receiving grants 
were struck by certain provisions of the Re
habllita tion, Comprehensive Services, and 
Developmental Dlsa.bUitles Act of 1978 (P.L. 
9~02). 

The House amendment does not contain a 
comparable provision. 

The Senate recedes. 



November 9, 1979 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 31943 

LIMITATION ON CONTRACTS AND PAYMENTS 
The House amendment provides that the 

Director may enter into contracts or make 
payments under the Act only to the extent 
or in such amounts as are provided in ap
propriations Acts. 

The Senate bill does not contain a com-
parable provision. 

The House recedes. 
COMMISSION ON VOLUNTEERISM 

The Senate bill authorizes the establish
ment of a Commission on Volunteerism. · 

The House amendment does not contain a 
comparable provision. 

The Senate recedes. 
TITLE OF THE BILL 

The House recedes from its amendment to 
the title of the bill. 

EXHIBIT 
ACTION, 

Washington, D .C., November 1, 1979. 
Hon. HARRISON A. WILLIAMS, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Human 

Resources, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Attached is a report 

analyzing the differences between S. 239 and 
H .R. 2859, of which are entitled the "Dcmestic 
Volunteer Service Act Amendments of 1979.'' 
The report ls divided into two sections--0ne 
devoted to provisions which we consider to 
be of major importance, and the other con
taining less significant provisions. Within 
each section, the comments basically follow 
the order of H.R. 2859. The report also indi
cates which of the provisions we believe will 
best serve the needs of our programs. 

I hope it will be useful to you and the 
other conferees as you consider these two 
bills. 

The Office of Management and Budget has 
advised that there is no objection to submis
sion of this report from the standpoint of the 
Administration's program. 

Sincerely, 
SAM BROWN, 

Director. 

NOVEMBER 1, 1979. 
REPORT TO CONFEREES ON DIFFERENCES BE

TWEEN S. 239 AND H.R. 2859 
MAJOR DIFFERENCES 

1. Mayor's Veto. The House Bill authorizes 
mayors and other local officials to veto VISTA 
projects in their jurisdictions, and to require 
the withdrawal of volunteers upon request. 
The Senate bill contains no similar provision. 
This provision would make it possible for a 
county to deprive a smaller jurisdiction 
(such as a city or town in the county) of a 
program it wanted to have. It would also 
make virtually impossible programs dealing 
with migrant needs where volunteers move 
with the migrants. It would impose tremen
dous administrative burdens everywhere, par
ticularly in sparsely populated areas where a 
few volunteers provide services over a wide 
area. We favor deletion of this requirement. 

2. VISTA Grants. The House bill limits the 
amounts available for VISTA grants to 15 per
cent of the VISTA appropriation. The present 
limit is 20 percent. The Senate is $5,800,000 
in fiscal year 1980. We favor the Senate pro
vision. 

The Senate bill also requires that all new 
grants be made pursuant to a competitive 
process,· after public announcement of the 
criteria and process of selection. The com
petitive process is appropriate for national, 
or multi-regional grants, but should not be 
applicable to local or regional grants. These 
smaller grants are frequently made to grass 
roots organizations which are serving a sig
nificant poverty population, but are not ex-
pert grant application writers. They need the 
technical assistance of ACTION state and re
iz:iona.l staff in the preparation of the appli
cation. Under a competitive system, the 

agency cannot give such assistance. The com
petitive process, in such cases, impedes the 
ability of ACTION to serve the pcor by 
putting the emphasis on excellence in appli
cation writing rather than the needs of the 
poor. 

3. Service-Learning Programs. The House 
bill eliminates the requirement that 90 per
cent of the funds appropriated for Service 
Learning Programs be allocated to UY A, and 
earmarks funds for UYA in the authorization 
of appropriations section. The Senate bill in
creases the percentage available to non-UYA 
programs to 13 percent and lowers the 
amount to which it applies to $4,000,000. 
One third of the first $1,000,000 may be used 
for non-UYA projects. The House bill also 
rewrites and clarifies Section 114(c), relating 
to non-UYA projects. 

.We prefer the approach contained in the 
House bill. The Senate provision links two 
essentially unrelated programs and, we be
lieve, contains a serious ambiguity which 
makes it difficult to determine how much 
may be used for non-UYA projects. The 
changes made in this section are related to 
the earmarkings of authorizations, and 
should be read in conjunction with our com
ments on authorizations. 

4. Urban Programs. Both the Senate and 
House bills clarify the agency's authority to 
conduct the programs proposed as a sepa
rately authorized Urban Volunteer Program 
under the general authority of Part C of Title 
I of the Act-Special Volunteer programs. 

We believe the House version ls preferable. 
The Senate bill earmarks 50 % of all new 
funds appropriated for Part C of Title I for 
two new programs-Fixed Income Consumer 
Counselling and "Helping Hand," a program 
of deinstitutionalization for older persons, 
handicapped persons, and others. We oppose 
this provision which would seriously impair 
the agency's ability to conduct demonstra
tion programs in program areas unrelated to 
the Urban program, since each dollar pro
posed for a demonstration project would 
have to be matched by a dollar for the two 
specified programs. As with Service Learning 
Programs, we believe that earmarking o! 
funds should not be embedded in general 
progra.znmatic description. If the Congress 
decides to earmark a part of the funds avail
able for Part C for these programs, the ear
marking should be in the authorization o! 
appropriations, contained in Section 501. 

Additionally, the House version specifically 
mentions all four of the proposed Urban pro
grams-Technical and Managem~nt Assist
ance, and small seed-money grants to neigh
borhood organizations, as well as Fixed In
come Consumer Counselling and "Helping 
Hand." While we believe sufficient authority 
exists for all these programs in existing leg
islation, we believe the language contained in 
the House b111 would be helpful. 

SENATE BILL 

Section 107 of S . 239 amends Section 403 (a) 
of the Domestic Volunteer Service Act of 
1973 (the Act) in two ways: 

1. It would add a prohibition on the use 
of federal funds to finance activities which 
are designed to influence the outcome of 
state and local elections to the present ban 
on the use of funds to influence federal elec
tions. This provision repeats a prohibition 
which is already contained in Section 403(b), 
and is unnecessary. 

2. It adds a provision, based on 18 U.S.C. 
§ 1913, which would prohibit the use of fed
enl funds for activities designed to influ
ence, directly or indirectly, a member of a 
State or local legislative body on any legis
lative or appropriations measure either be
fore or after the introduction of a bill or 
resolution. The provision contains two 
exceptions: 

a. It does not apply to part-time volun
teers when not actually serving. This excep-

tion is meaningless, since the prohibition on 
"use of federal funds" clearly would not 
apply to what part-time volunteers do when 
not serving. 

b. It does not apply to communications of 
full-time volunteers at the request of a mem
ber, ccmmittee or legislative body. A serious 
problem with this exemption is that it does 
not deal with communications from staff 
members, who are often requested to appear 
and testify. 

HOUSE BILL 
The House amendment (Section 8 of H .R. 

2859) is placed in Section 403 (b). Since Sec
tion 403 (b) deals with restrictions on the 
use of fede:-al funds at all levels of govern
ments, it seems a more logical placement 
than Section 403 (a) , which, as presently 
writ ten, deals only with federal elections. 

The language of the House amendment 
changes the language of the prohibition on 
use of federal funds from "in a manner sup
porting or resulting in the identification of 
such programs with" [the prohibited activi
ties] to " in any manner for the purpose o! 
providing assistance to" [the prohibit ed 
activities) . 

This change makes the prohibition more 
specific , and will make it easier to enforce. 
We re:!Ommend its adoption. 

The House bill also expands the list of 
prohibited activities to include a "partisan or 
n onpartisan attempt to influence any legis
lat ive action of the Congress, any State legis
lative, any local council or similar body, or 
in connection with any referendum, initia
tive, constitutional amendment or similar 
procedure, or any other such activity which 
is prohibited by law, or by a published rule 
of any such legislative bojy." 

While the House bill , unlike the Senate 
bill, does not contain specific exemptions, it 
is clear that Rep. Biaggi 's substitute for the 
original amendment by Rep. Kramer was in
tended to recognize that some types of con
tact with legislators are not "lobbying" 
within the meaning of the prohibition. 

Among the examples given by Biaggi o! 
permissible activities were: 

1. Testimony by witnesses be!ore legislative 
bodies and 

2. Requests by project officials or volun
teers to legislatures for the appropriation o! 
matching funds. 

Congressman Simon added the example of 
a senior citizen group or church group which 
has an ACTION project or volunteers going 
to the State legislature or to Congress or the 
City Council for necessary legislation as a 
permissible activity. 

Rep. Simon summarized the intent o! the 
provision as prohibiting "what is now in the 
regulations of the ACTION organization . .. " 

The provision ultimately adopted should 
deal only with state and local activities. Use 
of federal funds to influence Congress are 
already prohibited by 18 U.S.C. § 1913. An 
additional prohibition in different language 
would cast doubt on well-established proce
dures presently being followed by the agency 
in its relationships with Congress. 

In addition, the exceptions contained in 
the Senate b111 should be redrafted to make 
clear that the prohibition does not apply to: 

1. Communication with legislators or pro
vision o! information by any person at the 
request o! a member, committee or legisla
tive body. 

2. Requests to legislative bodies, in accord
ance with the rules of such bodies, for leg
islation or the appropriation of funds relat
ing to the programs authorized by the Act. 

Both these exceotions are consistent with 
the intent of the House bill. They authorize 
activities whicli are clearlv nrooer, and which 
are, in some instances, vital to the success of 
the volunteer programs. For instance, oro.1-
ects in all 50 statec: receive !'tate or local ap
propriations to help meet legally required 
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savings in the out-of-pocket expenses that 
traditional health plans require. 

The survey urges individual government 
workers to study thoroughly the various 
plans and their own personal medical care 
needs before finally selecting one. This was 
particularly important, the magazine said, 
if an individual or family is expecting un
usual expenses, such as bills for dental or 
psychiatric care, that one plan might cover 
and another with the same premium might 
not. 

Such insurance choices are relevant at the 
moment for federal and D.C. government 
workers, the magazine said, because the 
workers have their annual opportunity to 
switch insurance plans between next Mon
day and Dec. 7. 

The magazine said that the vast differ
ences between plans could easly be illus
trated by comparing their highly ranked 
GEHA plan for a family of four with the 
lowly ranked Blue Cross-Blue Shield high 
option plan. 

The study showed that in an average year 
the GEHA plan would cost about $680, in
cluding $235 in premiums and about $445 in 
unreimbursed expenses. The Blue Cross plan 
for about the same coverage will cost $1,040 
in an average year, about $360 more than 
the GEHA plan. 

While the Blue Cross plan would reim
burse a greater proportion of a patient's bills, 
the premiums will be more than $450 higher. 

"Over a 20-year period you will probably 
save over $5,000 by selecting GEHA," the 
magazine said. "Of course e v'eryone would 
not have this much, and some families 
would actually come out ahead under the 
Blue Cross high option plan. But other fam
ilies, the luckiest ones, would come out even 
more than $5 ,000 ahead under GEHA." 

Washington Consumers• checkbook is 
published by the nonprofit Washington Cen
t er for the Study of Services, a group that 
previously has produced surveys of a variety 
of often-used consumer services. 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
briefly, my proposal is an attempt to ap
ply the principles of competitive markets 
to our system for providing health care 
coverage. The theory of competitive mar
kets is, of course, the basis of the Ameri
can economy. The market approach is an 
effective alternative to greater Federal 
regulation and control of our health care 
system. 

While Government regulation is be
coming the norm for health care, there 
are areas in the country which have 
turned to the competitive-incentive 
model as a more appropriate means for 
the delivery of health care services. The 
Twin Ci ties of Minnesota is one area 
where competition is working. I have in
cluded with the bill an article describing 
the Minnesota experience. I would also 
like to call my colleagues' attention to 
an article which appeared in the Wash
ington Post describing how the smart 
consumer can make an intelligent choice 
in choosing health insurance. 

CONCERN FOR THE HOSTAGES IN 
mAN 

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, I wish 
to echo the sentiments and comments of 
my distinguished colleague from Alaska 
<Mr. STEVENS) in regard to his request 
that all America should pray for the 
safety of those Americans being held 
hostage by some in Iran. 

I also add that I hope we all pray for 
the President, and all those that govern 
and rule, that they may be given not only 

the wisdom, but the patience and the 
good fortune to do the things that need 
to be done, the way they ought to be 
done, in order that we might again have 
all our Americans safe at home with us. 

MEALS ON WHEELS 

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD 'Self-Help Gets a Swift 
Kick,'' published in the Washington Star 
on October 28, 1979. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SELF-HELP GETS A SWIFT KICK 

(By Michael Balza.no) 
"Resolved ... that in recognition of the 

selfless service performed, the president is 
hereby authorized and requested to issue a 
proclamation designating the week of Sep
tember 16 through 22, 1979, as 'National 
Meals-on-Wheels Week' . . ." With these 
words, the Congress prepared to celebrate the 
25th anniversary of a typically American 
phenomenon. 

But only a few weeks earlier HEW's Admin
istration on Aging (AOA) unveiled draft 
regulations for a new federal home-delivered 
meals program; if left unchanged, these reg
ulations threaten to drive Meals-on-Wheels 
right off the road. 

Some birthday present! By any standard, 
these thousands of neighborhood programs 
constitute the very model of what has al
ways been valued most in this country; tens 
of thousands of volunteers identifying a 
genuine community need. amassing private 
resources, and meeting that need-with a 
minimum of bureaucratic fuss and a maxi
mum of effective service. 

Every day for 25 years now. and often 
twice a day, these local, private, non-profit 
programs deliver hot meals (and often essen
tial ties with the outside world) to the home 
bound. Most of them are old-but they need 
not be 60 years of age or older. Many pay 
some or all of the cost of the meals; others 
pay none. Local churches and charities make 
up the deficit. The programs are tailored to 
virtually individual situations-and appar
ently they work. 

In 1972, re">ponding to no less worthy a 
need but quite a different one. Congress 
amended Title VII of the Older Americans 
Act to authorize a so-called congregate nu
trition program. These programs serve a hot 
meal to senior citizens (60 and over) five 
dg.ys a week in a group--congregate-setting. 
There is no means test or charge for the 
meals, voluntary contributions are accepted. 
Last year these congregate centers served 
some 500,000 meals a day at an annual cost 
to the taxpayers of more than $300 m1llion. 

So, for about six years now, there have 
been two nationwide networks providing 
meals to the elderly, each with a legitimate, 
different, and apparently complementary 
purpose; voluntary meals-on-wheels pro
grams serving the homebound, and federal 
Title VII programs serving the physically 
mobile. The one wa"> a citizens' effort, locally 
designed, flexible, and privately suryported; 
the other, necessarily encumbered by federal 
regulation ranging from the nutritional con
tent of the meals to equal opportunity re
quirements for the hired staff. The one rep
resented no appreciable drain on the U.S. 
Treasury, the other a considerable one. 

Jn 1978, Congress began debating the crea
tion of a national. federally funded. home
del1vered meals program. Jt was principally 
concerned with the nutrition needs of the 
homebound elderly and saw in meals-on
wheels a logical vehicle !or getting the job 
done. 

The legislation was supported by both the 
National Association of Title VII Project Di
rectors. representing existing federal grant
ees, and by the National Associations o! 
Meals Programs (NAMP), representing a 
number of meals-on-wheels programs. But 
the two groups disagreed on how the funds 
should be channeled. The Title VII directors 
argued that their network of congregate cen
ters should operate the federal meals-on
wheels services-with the private programs 
participating only under the authority of 
Title VII grantees, not as direct recipients 
of federal grants. 

NAMP's case, in contrast. was that the 
local voluntary programs were already in 
place, had a proven track record, needed 
money to meet a growing demand with which 
charitable contributions were not keeping 
pace, and ought to be eligible to receive fed
eral grants. They should remain reasonably 
autonomious, free of burdensome federal 
regulations, and serve as conduits--draining 
off almost nothing in overhead-for federal 
aid to those who need it. What NAMP had in 
mind was a partnership, not absorption. 

Another sort of concern was expressed by 
local programs that did not themselves want 
federal funds but feared the impact of a new 
federal meals-on-wheels program growing 
out of the Title VII centers. They assumed
quite rightly as it turned out-that the two 
different services would operate under the 
same guidelines-that meals would be free 
and that their own "pay if and what you can" 
principle would not be able to withstand 
that competition. 

As passed by Congress on October 18, 1978, 
the meals-on-wheels bill was incorporated 
into amendments to the Older Americans Act 
that greatly expanded social services for the 
elderly. Still, NAMP had solid grounds !or 
believing that it was the intent of Congress 
to expand meal service to the homebound by 
using local voluntary meals-on-wheels pro
grams as the main vehicle. Many members 
of the Senate and House authorizing commit
tees said it was. including the chairmen, 
Senator Thomas Eagleton and Representative 
John Brademas: "In awarding funds, first 
consideration must be given to organiza
tions like Meals on Wheels . . ." (Letter to 
The Washington Star. July 21, 1978). 

Moreover, Congress provided two separate 
authorizations. one for the existing congre
gate programs and another for home-deliv
ered meals. This was taken as a signal of con
gressional intent that meals-on-wheels pro
grams would be eligible for direct grants from 
the area agencies and not subsumed under 
the authority of Title VII projects. Finally 
N AMP was assured by the commissioner on 
aging that the regulations would specifically 
protect the local voluntary programs from 
being forced out o! business by Title VII 
competition. 

On July 31, 1979, the draft regulations 
finally appeared in The Federal Register. The 
key provision states: "The area agency may 
only award funds for home delivered meals 
to a service provider that also provides con
gregate meals." This flatly rules out all but 
a handful of the voluntary meals-on-wheels 
programs from eligib1lity for direct federal 
grants-since, by definition, It is not their 
purpose to serve congregate meals. It also 
eliminates the possibility of funding any 
home-delivered meals services in areas where 
no congregate meal center exists. 

So much for congressional dntent and sig
nals, and so much for the commissioner's 
assurances! 

A NARROW READING 

Now, assuming some rationality in the 
universe and honorable intentions all 
around, the question has to be, Why? Why 
these provisions In the regulatdons? In a 
July 12, 1979 letter to NAMP, the commis
sioner on aging justified them as mandated 
in the statute itself. He cited a clause that 
says. with respect to nutrition services: 



November 9, 1979 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 31945 
OTHER DIFFERENCES 

1. Carter Planning Services. We recom
mend that the proposal that career planning 
services be ma.de available to all volunteers 
on request, rather than to low income volun
teers, as is presently required be dropped 
from Section 101 of S. 239. Providing such 
services would place an additional financial 
burden on the VISTA program, and would 
divert career planning services from low-in
come volunteers, who need them most. 

2. Governor's veto provisions of S. 239. 
The requirement that governors provide rea
sons for their vetoes of VISTA project.s, con
tained in Section 101 of S. 239 will provide a. 
legislative basis for what has, in practice, 
usually occurred. We do not, however, sup
port the extension of the Governor's veto 
power to VISTA-type projects funded under 
Pa.rt C of Title I of the Act, a.s would be re
quired by Section 105. Full-time volunteers 
1n programs under Pa.rt C have, in the past, 
been utillzed in demonstration activities such 
as VETREACH and the Program of Local 
Service. The proposed legislation would pre
sent difficult problems of interpretation and 
unnecessarily restrict the agency's abil1ty to 
experiment with new program applications. 

3. Service Learning Programs. We support 
the proposal contained in Section 5 of H.R. 
2859 to permit enrollment of UYA volunteers 
for a.n academic year rather than a. full cal
endar year. We also support the revisions to 
Section 114 of the Act contained in Section 
5. These revisions more accurately describe 
the intended scope of activities carried out 
under this section, formerly known as the 
National Student Volunteer Program and 
Youth Challenge, and now grouped together 
as the National Center for Service Learning. 

4. Amendment to the Section 404(g) in
come disregard provision. This amendment 
would make ineligible for the income disre
gard provisions of Section 404(a.) (relating to 
eligibility for public assistance benefits) any 
volunteer whose allowances exceed the mini
mum wage, after taking into account the 
number of hours the volunteer serves Vol
unteers a.re pa.id allowances, based on· their 
need to live a.t the level of the people they 
serve. Allowances average $317 per month, far 
below the minimum wage. In some high cost 
of living areas, notably Alaska. and Hawaii, it 
is possible that allowances may exceed the 
minimum wage for a 40 hour week. The cost 
of living which is the basis for volunteer al
lowances, is unrelated to minimum wage leg
islation. 

Since volunteers must be "available for 
service without regard to regular working 
hours" it is possible that they would not be 
affected by this provision. However, the pro
vision would have to be administered on an 
individual basis, week by week, using a. sys
tem of computation entirely different for 
that used for all other volunteers. This would 
place a severe administrative burden on vol
unteers .and sponsors. Since the penalty is se
vere (loss of eligibil1ty for public assistance), 
we could not in good conscience ask low
income individuals to serve in areas where 
their allowances might, on some occasions, 
exceed the minimum wage without warning 
them of the possibil1ty that they might lose 
their public assistance benefits. The result of 
the provision would undoubtedly be that 
there would be few, if any, low income vol
unteers serving in Alaska and perhaps in 
Hawaii. 

We believe that all volunteers should be 
treated equally. This provision would intro
duce a serious inequity for low income peo
ple living in high co-,t of living areas. We 
re::ommend that the conferees delete it. 

5. Volunteer employment status (workers 
compensation, Tort Claims, Hatch Act, etc.) 
S. 239 extends eligibiUty for these employ
ment coverages under section 415 (b) of the 
Act to all full-time volunteers who are en
rolled for a period of service of at least 8 
weeks. Usually, the applicability of benefits 

and restrictions of the type authorized by 
section 415(b) is determined by whether an 
employer-employee relationship exists, and 
not on the length of time the relationship ls 
expected to continue. Special government 
employees (consultants and experts) are 
covered by provisions of this type even if they 
work only a. single day. We prefer the lan
guage of S . 239, which would treat all full
time volunteers equally for the purposes of 
these coverages. 

H.R. 2859 provides Workers Compensation 
at the GS-2 level for part-time volunteers 
serving a.t least 20 hours per week for a.t least 
26 weeks. S. 239 provides coverage for such 
volunteers at a..n "appropriate portion" of 
the GS-7 level, as determined by the Director. 
We prefer the H.R. 2859 provision, which pro
vides a specific rate of compensation which 
can be determined without controversy. 

6. Medical Malpractice Coverage. The pur
pose of this provision is to fill a. gap left by 
the Federal Tort Claims Act. H.R. 2859 pro
vides coverage for full-time volunteers only. 
S. 239 covers all volunteers under Title I. We 
believe that coverage is appropriate for run
time volunteers only. 

7. Volunteer Civil Rights. H.R. 2859 ex
tends protection under section 717 of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1974, the Reha.bil1tation 
Act, and the Age Discrimination Act of 1975 
to volunteers under the Domestic Volunteer 
Service Act of 1973. S. 239 contains similar 
provisions, but also extends coverage to vol
unteers under the Peace Corps Act. 

We have no objection in principle to ex
tending these coverages to Peace Corps vol
unteers. We defer to the judgment of the 
conferees on the question of whether place
ment of such coverage in the Domestic Vol
unteer Service Act ls appropriate. 

8. Reduction of Paperwork. There ls a. 
minor difference in wording between the 
House and Senate bill. The substantive in
tent of both provisions appears to be the 
same. 

9. Business Volunteer Program Authoriza
tion. This provision of S. 239 applies only to 
FY 1979, and is no longer necessary. 

10. Technical and Conforming Amend
ments. We prefer the provisions of H.R. 2859, 
but note that the reference to "Part D of 
Title I" and Title III in section 17(3) should 
be deleted to conform it to the balance of 
the Act. 

11. Report relating to Rural Programs. 
While the provisions in the two bills differ 
in wording, we believe they a.re substantially 
the same. 

12. Limit on payment authority. The in
tent of Section 20 of H.R. 2859, entitled 
"Limitation on Payment Authority" ls ap
parently to prohibit the obligation or pay
ment of funds in advance of appropriations. 
It simply restates in different language ex
isting provisions of law (31 U.S.C. § 627, 31 
U.S.C. § 665 and 41 U.S.C. 11), which clearly 
prohibit such obligations and expenditures. 
Where there a.re government-wide statutes 
governing obligations ot funds, we believe 
it is unwise to add additional language in 
statutes affecting individual agencies. We 
recommend that this provision not be in
cluded in the final version of the bill. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, so 
that it mav be able to read and to be 
useful to the public, I ask unanimous 
consent that the Cordon rule to be 
printed in the RECORD appear in the same 
size tvpe as the type face used for the 
body of the RECORD and that its printing 
be delayed to a later day if necessary 
for it to be set in type appropriately. 

Mr. EAGLETON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 

Senator from Missouri withhold? 
Is there ob.iection to the request of 

the Senator from California? 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, reserv
ing the right to object, and I do not 
think I shall object, what was the effect 
of the request of the Senator from Cali
fornia? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That a 
Cordon rule showing changes in existing 
law be printed in the RECORD in full-sized 
type. 

Mr. STEVENS. I appreciate the ex
planation. I have no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Cordon rule material follows: 
APPENDIX 

CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW (PuBLIC LAW 93-
113, AS AMENDED) MADE BY S. 239 AS AGREED 
TO IN CONFERENCE 
For the information of the Members of 

Congress, changes in ·existing law (Public 
Law 93-113, as amended) made by the con
ference report on S. 239 are shown as follows 
(existing law proposed to be omitted is en
closed in brackets, new matter is printed in 
italic, existing law in which no change ls 
proposed is shown in roman): 

DOMESTIC VOLUNTEER SERVICE ACT 
OF 1973, AS AMENDED 

Public Law 93-113, 93rd Congress, S. 1148, 
October 1, 1973 

An act to provide for the operation of pro
grams by the ACTION Agency, to establish 
certain new such programs, and for other 
purposes. 
?e it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act,'with the following table of contents, may 
be cited as the "Domestic Volunteer Service 
Act of 1973": 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
TITLE I-NATIONAL VOLUNTEER ANTI-

POVERTY PROGRAMS 
PART A-VOLUNTEERS IN SERVICE TO AMERICA 
sec,. 101. Statement of purpose. 
Sec. 102. Authority to operate VISTA pro-

gram. 
Sec. 103. Assignment of volunteers. 
Sec:· 104.· Terms and periods of service. 
Sec. 105. Support services. 
Sec. 106. Participation of beneficiaries. 
Sec. 107. Participation of older persons. 
Sec. 108. Limitations. 

PART B-SERVICE-LEARNING PROGRAMS 
Sec. 111. Statement of purpose. 
Sec .Q 112. Authority to operate University 

Year for ACTION program. 
Sec. 113. Special conditions. 
Sec. 114. Special service-learning programs. 

PART C-SPECIAL VOLUNTEER PROGRAMS 
Sec. 121. Statement of purpose. 
Sec. 122. Authority to establish and operate 

programs. 
Sec. 123. Technical and financial assistance 

for improvement of volunteer 
programs. 

TITLE II-NATIONAL OLDER AMERICAN 
VOLUNTEER PROGRAMS 

PART A-RETmED SENIOR VOLUNTEER PROGRAM 
Sec. 201. Grants and contracts for volunteer 

service projects. 
PART B-FOSTER GRANDPARENT PROGRAM AND 

OLDER AMERICAN COMMUNITY SERVICE 
PROGRAMS 

Sec. 211. Grants and contracts for volunteer 
service projects. 

Sec. 212. Conditions of grant.s and contracts. 
PART C-GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Sec. 221. Coordination with other Federal 
programs. 

Sec. 222. Payments. 
Sec. 223. Minority group participation. 



31946 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE November 9, 1979 
[TITLE III-NATIONAL VOLUNTEER PRO

GRAMS TO ASSIST SMALL BUSINESSES 
AND PROMOTE VOLUNTEER SERVICE 
BY PERSONS WITH BUSINESS EXPERI
ENCE 

[Sec. 301. Statement of purpose. 
(Sec. 302. Authority to establish, coordinate, 

and operate programs.] 

TITLE IV-ADMINISTRATION AND 
COORDINATION 

Sec. 401. Establishment of agency. 
Sec. 402. Authority of the Director. 
Sec. 403. Political activities. 
Sec. 404. Special limitations. 
Sec. 405. National Voluntary Service Advi-

sory Council. 
Sec. 406. Labor standards. 
Sec. 407. Reports. 
Sec. 408. Joint funding. 
Sec. 409. Prohibition of Federal control. 
Sec. 410. Coordination with other programs. 
Sec. 411. Prohibition. 
Sec. 412. Notice and hearing procedures for 

suspension and termination of 
financial as.sistance. 

Sec. 413. [Delet~d pursuant to Public Law 
94-293.] 

Sec. 414. Distribution of benefits between 
rural and urban areas. 

sec. 415. Application of Federal law. 
Sec. 416. Evaluation. 
Sec. 417. Nondiscrimination. 
Sec. 418. Eligibility for other benefits. 
Sec. 419. Legal expenses. 
Sec. 420. [Guidelines] Requirements for 

prescribing regulations. 
Sec. 421. Definitions. 
Sec. 422. Audit. 
Sec. 423. Reduction of paperwork. 
Sec. 424. Review of project renewals. 

TITLE V-AUTHORIZATION OF 
APPROPRIATIONS 

Sec. 501. National volunteer antipoverty 
programs. 

Sec. 502. National older Americans volun
teer programs. 

[Sec. 503. National volunteer programs to as
sist small businesses and' pro
mote volunteer service by per
sons with business exuerience.] 

Sec. 504. Administration and coordination. 
Sec. 505. Availability of appropriations. 

T:TLE VI-AMENDMENTS TO OTHER LAWS 
AND REPEALERS 

Sec. 601. Supersedence of Reorganization 
Plan No. 1 of July 1, 1971. 

Sec. 602. Creditable service for civil service 
retirement. 

Sec. 603. Repeal of title VIII of the Economic 
Opportunity Act. 

Sec. 604. Repeal of title VI of the Older 
Americans Act. 

T:TLE I-NATTONAL VOLUNTEER ANTI
POVERTY PROGRAMS 

PART A-VOLUNTEERS IN SERVICE TO AMERICA 

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 

SEc. 101. This part provides for the Volun
teers in Service to America (VISTA) pro
gram of full-time volunteer service, together 
with &'l)propriate powers and responsibilities 
designed to assist in the development and co
ordination of such program. The purpose of 
this part is to strengthen and supplement 
efforts to eliminate poverty and poverty
related human, social, and environmental 
problems in the United States by encourag
ing and enabling persons from all walks of. 
life and all ap:e groups, including elderly and 
retired Americans, to perform meaningful 
a.nd constructive volunteer service in agen
cies, institutions, and situations where the 
aoplication of human talent and dedication 
ma.v assist in the solution of poverty and 
poverty-related problems and s~cure and ex
ploit opportunities for self-advancement by 
persons affiioted with such problems. 

AUrH')RITY TO OPERATE VISTA PROGRAM 

SEC. 102. The Director may recruit, select, 
and train persons to serve in full-time volun
teer program3 consistent with the provisions 
and to carry out the purpose of this part. 

ASSIGNMENT OF VOLUNTEERS 

SEC. 103. (a) The Director, upon request 
of Federal, State, or local agencies, or private 
nonprofit organizations, may assign such 
volunteers to work in the several States in 
appropriate projects and progra.ms-

(1) in meeting the health, education, wel
fare, or related needs of Indians living on 
reservations or Federal trust lands, of migra
tory and seasonal farmworkers and their 
families, and of residents of the District of 
Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico, Guam. American Samoa, or the Virgin 
Islands; 

(2) in the care and reha.b1litation of men
tally ill, developmentally disabled, and other 
handicapped individuals, especiwlly those 
with severe handicaps, under the supervision 
of nonprofit institutions or fa.c111ties; and 

(3) in connection with programs or a.c
ti vities authorized, supported, or of a char
acter eligible for a.-:sistance under this Act 
or the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, as 
amended (42 U.S.C. chapter 34) in further
ance of the purpose of this title. 

(b) The Director, wherever feasible and 
appropriate, shall assign low-income com
munity volunteers to serve in their home 
communities in teams with nationally re
cruited specialist volunteers. [Prior to] 
Not later than 30 days after the assignment 
of any such community volunteer, the Di
rector shall insure that ea.ch such volunteer 
is provided a.n individual plan designed to 
provide an opportunity for job advancement 
or for transition to a situation lea.ding to 
gainful employment. One hundred and 
twenty days prior to the completion of such 
community volunteer's term of service, the 
Director shall insure that such plan is up
dated and reviewed with the volunteer. The 
Director shall offer to provide each volunteer 
enrolled for a period of full-time service oj 
not less than one year under this title, and, 
upon the request of such volunteer, provide 
such volunteer with an individual and up
dated plan as described in the preceding two 
sentences. 

(c) Except as provided in subsection (d). 
the assignment of volunteers under this 
section shall be on such terms and condi
tions (including restrictions on political 
activities that appropriately recognize the 
special status of volunteers living a.mona 
the persons or grout's served by program~ 
to which they have been assigned) as the 
Director may determine, including work 
a.sstgnments in their own or nea.riby com
munities. 

(d) Volunteers under this part shall not 
be assigned to duties or work in a pro
aram or project in any State unless such pro
g-ram or project has been submitted to the 
Governor or other chief executive omcer 
of the State concerned. and [has not been 
disapproved by him within forty-five days 
of such submission. The assi~nment of a 
volunteer shall be terminated by the Di
rector when so requested by the Governor 
or chief executive omcer of the State con
c~rned 1 such Governor or other chief execu
tive officer has not, within 45 days of the 
date of such submission. notified the Direc
tor in writing, SU1JPorted by a statement 
of reasons, that such Governor or other chief 
executive offl,cer disa11-nroves such program 
or pro1ect. In the event of a timely request 
in writing, SU'P'!JOrted by a statement of rea
sons, by the Governor or other chief execu
tive officer of the State concerned, the Di
rector shall terminate a program or project 
or the assignment of a volunteer to a pro
gram or project not later than 30 days after 

the date such request is received by the 
Director, or at such later date as is agreed 
upon by the Director and such Governor or 
other chief lxeeutive officer. 

TERMS AND PERIODS OF SERVICE 

SEC. 104. (a) Volunteers serving under this 
part shall be required to make a full-time 
personal commitment to combating poverty 
a.nd poverty-related human, social, and en
vircnmenta.l problems. To the maximum ex
tent practicable, this shall include a commit
ment to live among and at the economic level 
of the people served, and to remain available 
for service without regard to regular working 
hours, at all times during their periods of 
sc.rvice, excep-c for authorized periods of 
leave. 

(b) Volunteers serving under this pa.rt 
may be enrolled for periods of service not ex
ceeding two years, but for not less than 
one-year periods of service, except that vol
unteers serving under this part may be en
rolled for periods of service of less than one 
year when the Director determines, on an in
di vidua.l basis, that a. period of service of less 
than one year is necessary to meet a critical 
scarce-skill need. Volunteers serving under 
this part may be reenrolled for periods of 
service totaling not more than two yea.rs. No 
volunteer shall serve for more than a total 
of five years under this pa.rt. 

(c) Volunteers under this pa.rt shall, upon 
enrollment, take the oath of omce as pre
scribed in section 5 (j) of the Peace Corps 
Act as a.mended (22 U.S.C. 2504(j)). except 
that persons legally residing within a. State 
but who a.re not citizens or nationals of the 
United States, may serve under this pa.rt 
without ta.king or subscribing to such oath, 
if the Director determines that the service of 
such persons wm further the interests of the 
United States. Such persons shall take such 
alternative oath or amrma.tion as the Directoi.
sha.ll deem appropriate. 

(d) The Director shall establish a proce
dure, including notice and opportunity to be 
heard, for volunteers under this pa.rt to pre
sent and obtain resolution of grievances and 
to present their views in connection with the 
terms and conditions of their service. The Di
rector shall promptly provide to ea.ch volun
teer in service on the date of enactment of 
this Act, and to ea.ch such volunteer begin
ning service thereafter, information regard
ing such procedure and the terms and condl
tions of their service. 

SUPPORT SERVICE 

SEC. 105. (a) (1) The Director may provide 
a stipend to volunteers, while they a.re in 
training and during their assignments, en
rolled for periods of service of not less than 
one year under this part, except that the Di
rector may, on an individual basis, make an 
exception to provide a stipend to a volun
teer enrolled under this part for an extended 
period of service not totaling one year. Such 
stipend shall not exceed $75 per month dur
ing the volunteer's service, except that the 
Director may provide a stipend not to ex
ceed $75 per month in the case of persons 
who have served for at lea.st one year and who 
in accordance with standards established in 
regulations which the Director shall pre
scribe, have been designated volunteer lead
ers on the basis of experience and special 
skills and a demonstrated leadership among 
volunteers. 

( 2) Stipends shall be payable only upon 
completion of a period of service, except 
that [in extraordinary] under such circum
stances as the Director [may from time to 
time advance all or a portion of] shall de
termine, in accordance with regulations 
which the Director shall prescribe, the ac
crued stipend [to], or any part of the ac
crued stipend, may be paid to the volunteer, 
or, (or] on behalf of fa volunteer) the volun
teer. to members of the volunteer's family or 
others during the period of the volunteer's 
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service. In the event of the death of a volun
teer during service, the amount of any un
paid stipend shall be paid in accordance 
with the provisions of section 5582 of title 5, 
United States Code. 

(b) The Director shall also provide volun
teers such living travel (including travel 
to and from place of training), and leave 
allowances, and such housing, supplies, 
equipment, subsistence, clothing, health 
and dental care, transportation, supervision, 
technical assistance and such other sup
port as he deems necessary and appropriate to 
carry out the purpose and provisions of this 
part, and shall insure that each such volun
teer has available such allowances and sup
port as will enable the volunteer to carry out 
the purpose and provisions of this part and 
to effectively perform the work to which such 
volunteer is assigned. 

PARTICIPATION OF BENEFICIARIES 

SEC. 106. To the maximum extent prac
ticable, the people of the communities to be 
served by volunteers under this title shall 
participate in planning, developing, and im
plementing programs thereunder, and the 
Director, after consultation with sponsoring 
agencies (including volunteers assigned to 
them) and the people served by such agen
cies, shall take all necessary steps to establish 
ln regulations he shall prescribe, a continu
ing mechanism for the meaningful participa
tion of such program beneficiaries. 

PARTICIPATION OF OLDER PERSONS 

SEC. 107. In carrying out this part and 
part C of this title, the Director shall take 
necessary steps, including the development 
of special projects, where appropriate, to 
encourage the fullest participation of older 
persons and older persons membership 
groups as volunteers and participant agen
cies in the various programs and activities 
authorized under such parts and because of 
the high proportion of older persons within 
the poverty group, shall encourage the de
velopment of a variety of volunteer services 
to older persons, including special projects, 
to assure that such persons are served in 
proportion to their need. 

LIMITATIONS 

SEC. 108. (a) Of funds appropriated for 
the purpose of this part under section 501, 
not more than (20] 16 per centum for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1977, and 
for each fiscal year thereafter, may be obli
gated for the direct cost of supporting vol
unteers in programs or projects carried out 
pursuant to grants and contracts made un
der section 402(12). During the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1980-

(1) in no event may in excess of $5,800,000 
be used pursuant to grants and contracts 
under this part for the direct cost of sup
porting such volunteers; and 

(2) funds obligated pursuant to such 
grants and contracts /or such cost may be 
used to support no greater number of years 
of volunteer service than the number of 
such years supported during the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1979, pursuant to 
grants and contracts for such cost. 

(b) No funds shall be obligated under this 
part pursuant to grants or contracts made 
after the date of the enactment of the Do
mestic Volunteer Service Act Amendments 
of 1979 for new projects for the direct cost 
of supporting volunteers unless the recipi
ent of each such grant or contract has been 
selected through a competitive process 
which includes-

( 1) public announcements of the avail
ability of funds for such grants or contracts, 
general criteria for the selection of new 
recipients, and a description of the applica
tion process and the application review 
process; and 

(2) a requirement that each applicant 
for any such grant or contract identify, with 
sufficient particularity to assure that the 
assignments of volunteers under such grants 
and contracts will carry out the purpose of 
this part, the particular poverty or poverty
related human, social, or environmental 
problems on which the grant or contract 
will focus, and any such grant or contract 
shall specifically so identify such problems. 

PART B-SERVICE-LEARNING PROGRAMS 

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 

SEc. 111. This part provides for the Uni
versity Year for ACTION (UYA) program of 
full-time volunteer service by students en
rolled in institutions of higher education, 
together with appropriate powers and re
sponsib111ties designed to assist in the devel
opment and coordination of such programs. 
The purpose of this part is to strengthen 
and supplement efforts to eliminate poverty 
and poverty-related human, social, and en
vironmental problems by enabling students 
at such cooperating institutions to perform 
meaningful and constructive volunteer serv
ice in connection with the satisfaction of 
such students' course work during their pe
riods of service while attending such insti
tutions, in agencies, institutions, and situ
ations where the application of human tal
ent and dedication may assist in the solu
tion of poverty and poverty-related prob
lems and secure and exploit opportunitie:S 
for self-advancement by persons a1fiicted 
with such problems. Its purpose further is 
to encourage other students and faculty 

· members to engage, on a part-time, self
supporting basis, in such volunteer service 
and work along with volunteers serving un
der this part: and to promote participation 
by such institutions in meeting the needs 
of the poor in the surrounding community 
through expansion of service-learning pro
grams and otherwise. Its purpose further is 
to provide for a program of part-time or 
short-term service-learning by secondary and 
post-secondary school students to strengthen 
and supplement efforts to ellminate poverty 
and povertv-related human, social , and en
vironmental problems. 
AUTHORITY TO OPERATE UNIVERSITY YEAR FOR 

ACTION PROGRAM 

SEC. 112. Except as otherwise provided in 
this part, the Director ls authorized to con
duct or make grants and contracts for, or 
both, programs to carry out the purposes of 
this part in accordance with the authorities 
and subject to the restrictions in the provis
ions of part A of this title, except for the 
provisions of sections 103(d) and 104(d). and 
except that the Director may, in accordance 
with regulations he shall prescribe, deter
mine to reduce or ellmlnate the stipend for 
volunteers serving under this part on the 
basis of the value of benefits provided such 
volunteers by the institution in question 
(including the reduction or waiver of tui
tion). 

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

SEC. 113. (a) Volunteers serving under this 
part shall be enrolled for periods of service 
as provided for in subsection (b) of section 
104, [and] e:roept that volunteers serving in 
the University Year for ACTION program 
may be enrolled for periods of service of not 
less than the duration of an academic year, 
but volunteers enrolled for less than 12 
months shall not receive stipends under sec
tion 105(a) (1). Volunteers serving under 
this part may receive academic credit for 
such service In accordance with the regula
tions of the sponsoring institution of higher 
education. 

(b) Grants to and contracts with institu
tions to administer programs under this part 
shall provide the prospective student volun
teers shall participate substantially ln the 

planning of such programs and that such 
institutions shall make available to the poor 
in the surrounding community all available 
fac111ties, including human resources, of such 
institutions In order to assist in meeting the 
needs of such poor persons. 

(c) (1) In making grants or contracts for 
the administration of UYA programs under 
this part, the Director shall Insure that 
financial assistance under this Act to 
programs carried out pursuant to sec
tion 112 of this part shall not ex
ceed 90 per centum of the total cost (in
cluding planning costs) of such program 
during the first year and such amounts less 
than 90 per centum as the Director, in con
sultation With the institution, may deter
mine for not more than four additional years, 
including years In which support was re
ceived under title VIII of the Economic Op
portunity Act of 1964, as amended (42 U.S.C. 
2991-2994d). Each such grant or contract 
shall stipulate that the institution will make 
every effort to (A) assume an increasing pro
portion of the cost of continuing a program 
carrying out the purpose of this part while 
the institution receives support under this 
part; (B) waive or otherwise reduce tuition 
for participants in such program, where such 
waiver is not prohibited by law; (C) utmze 
students and faculty at such institution to 
carry out, on a self-supporting basis, appro
priate planning for such programs; and (D) 
maintain similar service-learning programs 
after such institution no longer receives 
support under this part. 

(2) The Director shall take necessary steps 
to monitor the extent of compliance by such 
institutions with commitments entered into 
under paragraph ( 1) of this subsection and 
shall advise the Secretary of Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare of the extent of each such 
institution's compliance. 

SPECIAL SERVICE-LEARNING PROGRAMS 

SEC. 114. (a) Of the funds appropriated 
for the operation• of programs under this 
part, up to (10] 22 per centum may be used, 
notwithstanding any other provision of this 
part, to encourage and enable students in 
secondary: secondary vocational, and post
secondary schools to participate in service
learning programs on an In- or out-of-school 
basis in assignments of a character and on 
such terms and conditions as described in 
subsections (a) and (c) of section 103. In 
any fiscal year in which the funds appropri
ated for the purposes of the University Year 
for ACTION program under section 112 ex
ceed [$6,700,000) $4,000,000 , the limitation 
provided in the preceding sentence shall not 
apply with respect to that portion of such 
appropriation which exceeds ($6,700,000] 
$4,000,000. 

(b) Persons serving as volunteers under 
this section shall not be deemed to be Fed
eral employees for any purposes. 

(c) The Director may provide volunteers 
serving under this section a living allow
ance and only such other support or allow
ance as he determines, pursuant to regula
tions which he shall prescribe, are required 
because of unusual or special circumstances 
affecting the program. 

PART ~PECIAL VOLUNTEER PROGRAMS 

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 

SEC. 121. This part provides for special em
phasis and demonstration volunteer pro
grams, together with appropriate powers and 
responsibilities designed to assist in the de
velopment and coordination of such pro
grams. The purpose of this part ls to 
strengthen and supplement efforts to meet 
a broad range of human, social, and environ
mental needs, particularly those related to 
poverty, by encouraging and enabling per
sons from all walks of life and from all age 
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groups to perform meaningful and construc
tive volunteer service in agencies, institu
tions, and situations where the application 
of human talent and dedication may help to 
meet such needs. 

AUTHORITY TO ESTABLISH AND OPERATE 
PROGRAMS 

SEC. 122. (a) (1) The Director is authorized 
to conduct or make grants or contracts, or 
both, for special volmiteer prograll)S in 
urban and rural areas or demonstration pro
grams (such as but not limited to a program 
to provide alternatives to the incarceration 
of youthful offenders; a program to promote 
educational opportunities for veterans; 
(and] a program to provide community
based peer group outreach and counseling 
tor drug abusers, a program of assistance to 
victims of domestic violence, a program to 
provide technical and management assist
ance to distressed comunities, a program de
signed to provide personal and group finan
cial counseling to low-income and fixed
income individuals (utilizing volunteers 
with specialized or technical expertise) , and 
a Helping Hand program) designed to stimu
late and initiate improved methods of pro
viding volunteer services, to encourage wider 
volunteer participation on a full-time, part
time, or short-term basis to further the pur
pose of this part, and to identify particular 
segments of the poverty community wllich 
could benefit from volunteer and other anti
poverty efforts. In carrying out programs 
authorized by this part, the Director is au
thorized to provide for the recruitment, se
lection, and training of volunteers. 

(2) For purposes of this subsection, the 
tum "Helping Hand" program means a pro
gram utilizing person-to-person services to 
reduce the necessity for institutionalization 
(in hospitals, mental institutions, nursing 
homes, other extended-care settings, and 
other facilities) and to ameliorate residen
tial isolation (through senior centers, half
way house facilities, and other residential 
settings) of older persons, handicapped per
sons, and other affected persons, stressing 
interactions between persons f(l'om various 
age groups, particularly young and old, and 
carried out in coordination with the awro
priate State system for the protection and 
advocacy of the rights of persons with de
velopmental disabilities established pursuant 
to section 113 of the Developmental Dis
abilities Assistance and Bill of Rights Act 
( 42 u.s.c. 6012). 

( b) Except as provided in subsection ( c) 
of this section, assignment Olf volunteers 
under this section shall be on such terms 
and conditions as the Director shall deter
mine, pursuant to regulations which he 
shall prescribe. 

(c) (1) The Director, in accordance with 
regulations (he] which the Director shall 
prescribe, ma.y provide to (persons serving 
as full-time] volunteers [in a program of at 
least one year's duration] enrolled for 
periods of part-time service of not less than 
20 hours per week for not less than 26 con
secutive weeks under this pa.rt such allow
ances, suwort, and [stipends, to the extent 
and in amounts not in excess of those au
thorized to be provided under pa.rt A of 
this title, as he determines] services as Me 
descrioed in section 105(b) and as the Di
rector determines are necessary to carry out 
the purpose of this (pa.rt. The Director is 
authorized to undertake a.nd support volun
teer service programs, and to recruit, select, 
and train volunteers to carry out the pur
pose o!J part, and shall apply the provisions 
o/ sections 104(c) and 105(b) to the service 
of volunteers enrolled for full-time service 
under this part. 

(2) The Director, in accordance with 1Tegu
lations which the Director shall prescribe 
with respect to volunteers enrolled for 
periods of full-time service of not less than 
one year under this part-

(A) may provide to such volunteers such 
stipeds, in total amounts not in excess of 
stipends provided unde.r section 105(a) to 
volunteers serving under part A of this title, 
as the Director determines are necessary to 
carry out the purposes of this part; and 

(B) to the extent that the terms and con
ditions of the service of such volunteers are 
of similar character to the terms and condi
tions of the service of volunteer! enrolled. 
under part A of this title, shall apply to the · 
service o/ such volunteers enrolled under this 
part the provisions of sections 103(b) relat
ing to low-income community volunteers, 
103(d), 104(d), and 105(a) to the extent 
such provisions are applied to the service of 
volunteers enrolled under such part A. 
TECHNICAL AND FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE FOR IM-

PROVEMENT OF VOLUNTEER PROGRAMS 
SEc. 123. The Director may provide tech

nical and financial assistance to Federal 
agencies, State and local governments and 
agencies, and private nonprofit organizations, 
which utmze or desire to utilize volunteers in 
connection with carrying out the purpose 
of this part. Such assistance may be used to 
facmta.te and improve (1) methods of 
recruiting, training, or ut111zing volunteers, 
or (2) the administration of volunteer pro
grams. In providing such technical and 
financial assistance, the Director shall uti
lize, to the maximum extent feasible, exist
ing programs, a.nd shall seek to a.void dupli
cation of existing programs in the public or 
private sectors. 
TITLE II-NATIONAL OLDER AMERICAN 

VOLUNTEER PROGRAMS 
PART A-RETmED SENIOR VOLUNTEER PROGRAM 
GRANTS AND CONTRACTS FOR VOLUNTEER SERVICE 

PROJECTS 
SEC. 201. (a.) In order to help retired per

sons to avail themselves of opportunities for 
volunteer service in their community, the 
Director is authorized to make grants to State 
agencies (established or designated pursuant 
to section 304 (a) ( 1) of the Older Am~rica.ns 
Act of 1965, as a.mended (42 U.S.C. 3024(a.) 
( 1) ) ) or grants to or contracts with other 
public and nonprofit private agencies and or
ganizations to pay pa.rt or a.11 of the costs 
for the development or operation, or both, of 
volunteer service programs under this sec
tion, it he determines, in accordance with 
regulations he shall prescribe, that-

( l) volunteers will not be reimbursed for 
other than transportation, meals, and other 
out-of-pocket expenses incident to the pro
vision of services under this pa.rt; 

(2) only indivddua.ls aged sixty or over will 
be enrolled a.s volunteers to provide services 
under this pa.rt (except for administrative 
purposes) , and such services will be per
formed !in the community where such indi
viduals reside or in nearby communities 
either (A) on publicly owned and operated 
fac111ties or projects, or (B) on local projects 
sponsored by private nonprofit organizations 
(other than political parties), other than 
projects involving the construction, opera
tion, or maintenance of so much of any fa
c111ty used or to be used for sectarian in
struction or as a. place for religious worship; 

(3) the program includes such short-term 
training as may be necessary to make the 
most effective use of the skiills and talents 
of participating volunteers and individuals, 
and provide for the oa.yment of the reason-. 
able expenses of such volunteers while un
dergoing such tradning; and 

( 4) the program is being established and 
will be carried out with the advice of persons 
competent in the field of service dnvolved, 
and of persons with interest in and knowl
edge of the needs of older persons. 

(b) In no event shall the required propor
tion of the local contribution (includdng in
kind contributions) for a grant or contract 
made under this section be more than 10 
per centum in the first year of assistance 

under this section, 20 per centum in the sec
ond such year, 30 per centum in the third 
such year, 40 per centum in the fourth such 
year, and 50 per centum in any subsequent 
such years: Provided, however, That the Di
rector may make exceptions in cases of dem
onstrated need, determined (in accordance 
with regulations which the Director shall 
prescribe) on the basis of the financial ca.pa.
b111ty of a. particular recipient of assistance 
under this section, to permit a lesser local 
contribution proportion establdshed by the 
Director in generally applicable regulations. 

(c) The Director shall not award any grant 
or contra.ct under this pa.rt for a. project in 
any State to any agency or organization un
less, if sueh State has a. State agency estab
lished or designated pursuant to section 
304(a) (1) of the Older Americans Act of 
1965, a.s a.mended (42 U.S.C. 3024(a.)(l)), 
such agency itself is the recipient of the 
award or such agency has been a1Iorded at 
least sixty days in which to review the proj
ect application and make recommendations 
thereon. 
PART B.-F'oSTER GRANDPARENT PROGRAM AND 

OLDER AMERICAN COMMUNITY SERVICE 
PROGRAMS 

GRANTS AND CONTRACTS FOR VOLUNTEER SERVICE 
PROJECTS 

SEc. 211. (a) The Director is authorized to 
make grants to or contracts with public and 
nonprofit private agencies and organizations 
to pay pa.rt or a.11 of the cost of development 
and operation of projects (including direct 
payments to individuals serving under this 
part) designed for the purpose of provid.1.ng 
opportunities for low-income persons aged 
sixty or over to provide supportive person-to
person services in health, education, welfare, 
and related settings to children having ex
ceptional needs, including services by indi
viduals serving as "foster grandpa.rents" to 
children receiving care in hospitals, homes 
for dependent and neglected children, or 
other establishments providing care for chil
dren with special needs. The Director may 
a.uprove assistance in excess of 90 per centum 
of the costs of the development and opera
tion of such projects only if he determines, 
in accordance with regulations he shall pre
scribe establishing objective criteria., that 
such action ls required in furtherance of the 
purpose of this section. Provision for such 
assistance shall be effective as of Septem
ber 19, 1972. In the case of any project with 
respect to which, prior to such date, a. grant 
or contract has been made under section 
611 (a.) of the Older Americans Act of 1965, 
as a.mended (42 U.S.C. 3044b) or with respect 
to any project under the Foster Grandparent 
program in effect prior to September 17, 1969, 
contributions in cash or in kind from the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs, Department of the 
Interior, toward the cost of the project may 
be counted as part of the cost thereof which 
is met from non-Federal sources. 

(b) The Director is also authorized to 
make grants or contracts to carry out the 
purpose described in subsection (a) of this 
section in the case of persons (other than 
children) having exceptional needs, includ
ing services by individuals serving as "senior 
health aides" to work with persons receiving 
home health ca.re, nursing care, or meals on 
wheels or other nutritional services, and a.s 
"senior companions" to persons having de
velopmental disabilities or other special 
needs for companionship. 

(c) (1) Any public or private nonprofit 
agency or organization responsible tor pro
viding person-to-person services to a child 
in a. project carried out under subsection (a.) 
of this section shall have the exclusive au
thority to determJ.ne, pursuant to the pro
visions of pa.ragra..ph (2) of this subsection-

(A) which children may receive supportive 
person-to-person services under such proj
ect; a.nd 

(B) the period of time during which such 
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services shall be continued in the case of 
each individual child. 

(2) In the event that such an agency or 
organization determines that it ls in the 
best interests of a. mentally retarded child 
receiving, and of a particular foster grand
parent providing, services in such a project, 
such relationship may be continued after 
the child reaches the chronological age of 
21: Provided, That such child was receiving 
such services prior to attaining the chrono
logical age of 21. 

(3) Any determination made by a public 
or nonprofit private agency or organization 
under paragraphs (1) and (2) of this sub
section shall be m.ade through mutual agree
ment by all parties involved with respect to 
the provision of services to the child in
volved. 

( d) For the purposes of this section, the 
terms "child" and "children" mean any in
dividual or individuals who a.re less than 21 
years of age. 

CONDITIONS OF GRANTS AND CONTRACTS 

SEc. 212. (a) (1) In carrying out this part, 
the Director shall insure that individuals re
ceiving assistance in any project are older 
persons of low income who a.re no longer in 
the regular work force. 

(2) The Director shall not award a grant 
or contract under this part which involves a 
project proposed to be carried out through
out the State or over an area more compre
hensive than one community unless-

(A) the State agency established or desig
nated under section 304(a) (1) of the Older 
Americans Act of 1965, as amended (42 U.S.C. 
3024(a) (1)) ls the applicant for such grant 
or contract or, if not, such agency has been 
afforded a. reasonable opportunity tO apply 
for and receive such a.ward and to administer 
or supervise the administration of the proj
ect; and 

(B) in cases in which such agency is not 
the grantee or contractor (including cases 
to which clause (A) applies but in which 
such agency has not availed itself of the 
opportunity to apply for and receive such 
award), the application contains or is sup
ported by satisfactory assurances that the 
project has been developed, and will to the 
extent appropriate be conducted, in consul
tation with, or with the participation of, 
such agency. 

(3) The Director shall not award a grant 
or contract under this part which.involves a 
project proposed to be undertaken entirely 
in a community served by a community ac
tion agency unless--

(A) such agency ls the applicant for such 
grant or contract or, if not, such agency has 
been afforded a reasonable opportunity to 
apply for and receive such award and to ad
minister or supervise the administration of 
the project; 

(B) .in cases in which such agency is not 
the grantee or contractor (including cases to 
which clause (A) applies but in which such 
agency has not availed itself of the oppor
tunity to apply for and receive such award), 
the application contains or ls supported by 
satisfactory assurances that the project has 
been developed, and wlll to the extent appro
priate be conducted in consultation with, or 
with the participation of such agency; and 

(C) if such State has a State agency es
tablished or designated pursuant to section 
304 (a) ( 1) of the Older Americans Act of 
1965, as amended (42 U.S.C. 3024(a) (1)), 
such agency has been afforded at least forty
fl.ve days in which to review the project 
application and make recommendations 
thereon. 

(b) The term "community action agency" 
as used in this section means a community 
action agency as defined in title II of the 
Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, as 
a.mended (42 U.S.C. 2781-2837). 

PART C-GENERAL PROVISIONS 

COORDINATION WITH OTHER FEDERAL PROGRAMS 

SEC. 221. In carrying out this title, the 
Director shall consult with the [Office of 
Economic Opportunity) Community Services 
Administration, the Departments of Labor 
and Health, Education, and Welfare, and 
any other Federal agencies administering 
relevant programs with a view to achieving 
optimal coordination with such other pro
grams, and shall promote the coordination 
of projects under this title with other pub
lic or private programs or projects carried 
out at State and local levels. Such Federal 
agencies shall cooperate with the Director 
in disseminating information about the 
availa.b111ty of assistance under this title and 
in promoting the identification and interest 
of low-income and other older persons whose 
services may be utilized in projects under 
this title. 

PAYMENTS 

SEC. 222. Payments under this title pur
suant to a grant or contract may be made 
(after necessary adjustments, in the case of 
grants, on account of previously made over
payments or underpayments) in advance or 
by way of reimbursement, in such install
ments and on such conditions, as the Direc
tor may determine. 

MINORITY GROUP PARTICIPATION 

SEC. 223 . The Director shall take appro
priate steps to insure that special efforts a.re 
made to recruit, select, and assign qualified 
individuals sixty years and older from minor
ity groups to serve as volunteers under this 
title. 

TITLE IV-ADMINISTRATION AND 
COORDINATION 

ESTABLISHMENT OF AGENCY 

SEc. 401. There is hereby established in the 
executive branch of the Government an 
agency to be known as the ACTION Agency. 
Such Agency shall be headed by a Director 
who shall be appointed by the President, by 
and with the advice and consent of the Sen
ate, and shall be compensated at the rate 
provided for level III of the Executive Sched
ule under section 5314 of title 5, United 
States Code. There shall also be in such 
agency a. Deputy Director who shall be ap
pointed by the President, by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate, and shall 
be compensated at the rate provided for level 
JV of the Executive Schedule under section 
5315 of title 5, United States Code. The Dep
uty Director shall perform such functions as 
the Director shall from time to time pre
scribe, and shall act as Director of the 
ACTION Agency during the absence or dlsa.
bili ty of the Director. There shall also be in 
such agency two Associate Directors who 
shall be appointed by the President by and 
with the advice and consent of the Senate, 
and shall be comuensa.ted at the rate pro
vided for le7el V of the Executive Schedule 
under section 5316 of title 5, United States 
Code. One such Associate Director shall be 
design!l.ted "Associate Director for Domestic 
and Anti-Poverty 0'1erations" and shall carry 
out O'J~ationa.l res"?onsibility for all pro
gramc; authori.,.ed under this Act, and the 
other such Associat e Diretcor shall be desig
nated ".t\ssociate Director for International 
Ouera.tions" and shall carry out operational 
res'Jonsibility for all progra!lls authorized 
under the Peace Corps Act (22 U.S.C. 2501 et 
seq.). There shall also be in such agency no 
mo:'."e than two Assistant Directo:'."s appointed 
by the President by and with the advice and 
consent. of the Senate, who shall be compen
sated at the rate nrovided for level V of the 
Executive Schedule under section f316 of 
title 5, United States Code. Each such As
sistant. Director sb.all perform s11ch staff and 
SU"l'>Ort functions for sucl\ .Associate Direc
tors a.s the Director shall from time to time 

prescribe. There shall also be in such agency 
one Deputy Associate Director, under the As
sociate Director for Domestic and Anti-Pov
erty Operations, primarily responsible for 
programs carried out under parts A and B of 
title I of this Act and one Deputy Associate 
Director, under the Associate Direetor for 
Domestic and Anti-Poverty Opera.tions, pri
marily responsible for programs carried out 
under title II of this Act, each of whom shall 
be appointed by the Director. 

AUTHORITY OF THE omECTOR 

SEc. 402. In addition to the authority con
ferred upon him by other sections of this 
Act, the Director is authorized to-

( 1) appoint in accordance with the Civil 
Service laws such personnel as may be neces
sary to enable the ACTION Agency to carry 
out its functions, and, except as otherwise 
provided herein, fix the compensation of such 
personnel in accordance with chapter 51 of 
title 5, United States Code; 

(2) (A} employ experts and consultants or 
organizations thereof as authorized by section 
3109 of title 5, United States Code, except 
that no individual may be employed under 
the authority of this subsection for more 
than one hundred days in any fiscal year; 
(B) compensate individuals so employed at 
rates not in excess of the daily equivalent 
of the rate payable to a GS-18 employee 
under section 5332 of such title, including 
traveltime; (C) allow such individuals, while 
away from their homes or regular places of 
business, travel expenses (including per diem 
in lieu of subsistence) as authorized by sec
tion 5703 of such title for persons in the 
Government service employed intermittently, 
while so employed; and (D) annually renew 
contracts for such employment under this 
clause; 

(3) with the approval of the President, 
arrange with and reimburse the heads of 
other Federal agencies for the performance of 
any of the provisions of this Act and, as nec
essary or appropriate, delegate any of his 
functions under this Act and authorize the 
redelegation thereof subject to provisions to 
assure the maximum possible liaison between 
the ACTION Agency and such other agencies 
at all operating levels, which shall include 
the furnishing of complete operational in
formation by such other agencies to the 
ACTION Agency and the furnishing of such 
information by the ACTION Agency to such 
other agencies; 

(4) with their consent, utllize the services 
and facilities of Federal agencies without re
imbursement, and, with the consent of any 
State or a poliitcal subdivision of a State, 
accept and utllize the services and facil1ties 
of the agencies of such State or subdivisions 
without reimbursement; 

( 5) accept in the name of the ACTION 
Agency, and employ or dispose of in further
ance of the purposes of this Act, or of any 
title thereof, any money or property, real, 
personal, or mixed, tangible or intangible, 
received by gift, devise, bequest, or otherwise; 

(6) accept voluntary and uncompensated 
services; 

(7) allocate and expend, or transfer to 
other Federal agencies for expenditure, funds 
made available under this Act as he deems 
necessary to carry out the provisions hereof, 
including (without regard to the provisions 
of section 4774(d) of title 10, United States 
Code) , expenditure for construction, repairs, 
and capital improvements; 

(8) disseminate, without regard to the pro
visions of section 3204 of title 39, United 
States Code, data and information, in such 
form as he shall deem appropriate to publtc 
agencies, private organizations, and the gen
eral public; 

(9) adopt an official seal, which shall be 
judicially noticed; 

(10) collect or comproxnise all obligations 
to or held by him. and a.II legal or equitable 
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rights accruing to him in connection with 
the payment of obligations in accordance 
with Federal Claims Collection Act of 1966 
(31 u.s.c. 951-53); 

( 11) expend funds made available for pur
poses of this Act as follows: (A) for printing 
and binding, in accordance with applicable 
law and regulations; and (B) without regard 
to any other law or regulation, for rent of 
buildings and space in buildings and for re
pair, alteration, and improvement of build
ings and space in buildings rented by him; 
but the Director shall not ut111ze the author
ity contained in this subclause (B)-

(1) except when necessary to obtain an 
item, service, or facility, which ls required in 
the proper administration of this Act, and 
which otherwise could not be obtained, or 
could not be obtained in the quantity or 
quality needed, or at the time, in the form, 
or under the conditions in which, it is 
needed, and 

(11) prior to having given written notifi
cation to the Administrator of General Serv
ices (if the exercise of such authority would 
affect an activity which otherwise would be 
u nder the jurisdiction of the General Serv
ices Administration) of his intention to ex
ercise such authority, the item, service, or 
facility with respect to which such authority 
is proposed to be exercised, and the reasons 
and justifications for the exercise of such 
authority; 

( 12) notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, make grants to or contracts with 
Federal or other public departments or 
agencies and private nonprofit organizations 
for the assignment or referral of volunteers 
under this Act. 
(except as provided in section 108) which 
may provide that the agency or organiza
tion shall pay all or a part of the costs of 
the program; 

(13) provide or arrange for educational and 
vocational counseling of volunteers and re
cent former volunteers under this Act to 
(A) encourage them to use in the national 
interest the skills and experience which 
they have derived from their training and 
service, particularly working in combating 
poverty as members of the helping profes
sions, and (B) promote the development, 
and the placement therein of such volun
teers, of appropriate opportunities for the 
use of such skills and experience; 

( 14) establish such policies, standards, cri
teria, and procedures, prescribe such rules 
and regulations, enter into such contracts 
and agreements with public agencies and 
private organization and persons, and make 
such payments (in lump sum or install
ments, and in advance or by way of re
imbursement, and in the case of grants 
otherwise authorized under this Act, with 
necessary adjustments on account of over
payments and underpayments) as are nec
essary or appropriate to carry out the pro
visions of this Act; and 

(15) generally perform such functions 
and take such steps, consistent with the pur
poses and provisions of this Act, as he deems 
necessary or appropriate to carry out the 
provisions of this Act. 

POLITICAL ACTIVITIES 

SEc. 403. (a) No part of any funds appro
priated to carry out this Act, or any program 
administered by the ACTION Agency, shall 
be used to finance, directly or indirectly, any 
activity designed to lnfiuence the outcome 
of any election to Federal omce, or the out
come of any election to any State or local 
public office, or any voter registration ac
tl vlty, or to pay the salary of any officer or 
employee of the ACTION Agency, who, in his 
omclal capacity as such an omcer or employee, 
engages in any such activity. As used in this 
section, the term "election" (when referring 
to an election for Federal office) has the 
same meaning given such term by section 

301 (a) of the Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1971 (Public Law 92-225), and the 
term "Federal omce" has the same meaning 
given such term by section 301(c) of such 
Act. 

( b) ( 1) Programs assisted under this Act 
shall not be carried on in a manner involving 
the use of funds, the provision of services, or 
the employment or assignment of personnel 
in a manner supporting or resulting in the 
iden tifica ti on of such programs with [ ( 1) ) 
(A) any partisan or nonpartisan political 
!!.ctivity or any other political activity asso
ciated with a candidate, or contending fac
tion or group, in an election for public or 
party office , [ (2)] (B) any activity to pro
vide voters or prospective voters with trans
portation to the polls or similar assistance 
in connection with any such election, or 
[ (3)] (C) any voter registration activity. 

(2) No funds appTopriated to carry out 
this Act shall be used by any program as
sisted under this Act in any activity for the 
purpose of influencing the passage or defeat 
of legislation or proposals by initiative peti
tion, except-

( A) in any case in which a legislative body, 
a committee of a legislative body, or a mem
ber of a legislative body requests any volun
teer in, or employee of, such a '[)'fogram to 
draft, review, or testify regarding measures 
or to make repTesentations to such legislative 
body, committee, or member; or 

(B) in connection with an authorization 
or appTO'[)'fiations measure directly affecting 
the operation of the program. 

(C) The Director, after consultation with 
the [Civil Service Commission] Office of Per
sonnel Management, shall issue rules and 
regulations to provide for the enforcement of 
this section, which shall include provisions 
for summary suspension of assistance for no 
more than thirty days until notice and an 
opportunity to be heard can· be provided or 
other action necessary to permit enforcement 
on an emergency basis. 

SPECIAL LIMITATIONS 

SEC. 404. (a) The Director shall prescribe 
regulations and shall carry out the provisions 
of this Act so as to assure that the service of 
volunteers assigned, referred, or serving pur
suant to grants, contracts, or agreements 
made under this Act is limited to activities 
which would not otherwise be performed by 
employed workers and which will not. sup
plant the hiring of or result in the displace
ment of employed workers, or,'impair existing 
c~ntracts for service. 

(b) All support, including transportation 
provided to volunteers under this Act, shall 
be furnished at the lowest possible costs con
sistent with the effectl°ve operation of volun-
teer programs. · 

(c) No agency or organization to which 
volunteers are assigned hereunder, or which 
operates or supervises any volunteer, program 
hereunder, shall request or receive any com
pensation for services of volunteers super
vised by such agency or organization. 

( d) No funds authorized to be appropri
ated herein shall be directly or indirectly 
utllized to finance labor or anti-labor orga
nizations or related activity. 

(e) Persons serving as volunteers under 
this Act shall provide such information con
cerning their qualifications, including their 
ability to perform their assigned tasks, and 
their integrity, as the Director shall pre
scribe and shall be subject to such proce
dures for selection and approval as the Direc
tor determines are necessary to carry out the 
p t: rposes of this Act. The Director may estab
lish such special procedures for the recruit
ment, selection, training, and assignment of 
low-income residents of the area to be served 
by a program under this Act who wish to be
come volunteers as he determines will further 
the purposes of this Act. 

(f) Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law and except as provided in the secon 1 sen-

tence of this subsection, the Director shall 
E..ssign or delegate any substantial respon
sibility for carrying out programs under this 
Act only to persons appointed or employed 
pursuant to clauses (1) and (2) of section 
402, and persons assigned or delegated such 
sui.istantial responsibilities on the effective 
date of this Act and who are receiving com
pensaticn in accordance with provisions of 
law other than the applicable provisions of 
title 5, United State& Code, on such date 
shall, by operation of law on such date, be 
assigned a grade level pursuant to such latter 
provisions so as to fix the compensation of 
such persons under such authority at no less 
than their compensation rate on the day 
preceding such date. The Director may per
sonally make exceptions to the requirements 
set forth in the first sentence of this sub
section for persons he finds wlll be assigned 
to carrying out functions un 1er the Peace 
Corps Act (22 U.S.C. 2501 et seq.) within six 
months after the effective date of this Act. 

(g) (1) Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of law except as may be provided ex
pressly in limitation of this subsection, pay
ments to volunteers under this Act shall not 
in any way reduce or eliminate the level of 
or e'igibility for assistance or services any 
such volunteers may be receiving under any 
governmental program, except that this par
agraph shall not apply in the case of such 
payments when the Director determines that 
the value of all such payments, adjusted to 
rett,ect the num·ber of hours such volunteers 
are serving, is equivalent to or greater than 
the minimum wage then in effect under the 
Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 (29 U.S.C. 
201 et seq.) or the minimum wage, under 
the laws of the State where such volunteers 
are serving, whichever is the greater . 

(2) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, a person enrolled for full-time serv
ice as a volunteer under title I of this Act 
who was otherwise entitled to receive as
sistance or services under anv governmental 
11roaram prior to such volunteer's enrollment 
shall not be denied such assistance or serv
ices because of such volunteer's failure or re
fusal to register for, seek, or accept employ
ment or training during the period of such 
service. 

NATIONAL VOLUNTARY SERVICE ADVISORY 
COUNCIL 

SEC. 405. <a) There ls hereby established 
in the ACTION Agency a National Voluntary 
Service Advisory Council (hereinafter re
ferred to as the "council") to be composed 
of not more than twenty-five members ap
pointed, not later than ninety days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, by and 
serving at the pleasure of the President. Such 
members shall be representative o! public 
and private organizations, groups, and in
dividuals interested in serving and benefited 
by programs carried out under this Act and 
the Peace Corps Act (22 U.S.C. 2501 et seq.). 
The President shall designate a temporary 
chairperson from such members and shall 
call the initial meeting of the Council with
in thirty days after appointment of such 
Council. Members of the Council shall des
lgna te a permanent chairperson from such 
members and shall meet at the call of such 
chairperson, but not less than four times in 
each year. Members of the Council, other 
than those regularly employed by the Federal 
Government, while attending meetings of 
s".l.ch Council shall receive compensation and 
travel expenses as provided in section 402(2) 
of this Act with respect to experts and con
sultants. The Director and Deputy Director 
of the ACTION Agency shall be ex officio 
members of the Council. 

(b) The Council shall-
(1) advise t;tie Director with respect to pol

icy matters arising in the administration o:t 
this Act and the Peace Corps Act (22 U.S.C. 
2501 et seq.); and 
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(2) upon the request of the Director, re

view the effectiveness and the operation of 
programs under this Act and the Peace Corps 
Act and make recommendations (including 
such proposals for changes in such Acts as 
the Council deems appropriate} concerning 
(A} the improvement of such programs, (B) 
the elimination of duplication of effort, and 
(C} the coordination of such programs with 
other Federal programs designed to assist 
the beneficiaries of such Acts. 

(c) Not later than January 1 of each calen
dar year beginning with the calendar year 
1975, the Council shall make an annual re
port of findings and recommendations to the 
resident for transmittal by the resident to 
the Congress together with his comments 
and recommendations. 

(d) In the event that a National Advisory 
Council to the ACTION Agency ls estab
lished by administrative action after Jan
uary 1, 1976, the provisions of subsections 
(a) , ( b} , and ( c) of this section shall apply 
to any such Council. 

LABOR STANDARDS 

SEC. 406. All laborers and mechanics em
ployed by contractors or subcontractors in 
the construction, alteration or repair, in
cluding painting and decorating of projects, 
buildings and works which are federally as
sisted under this Act shall be paid wages at 
rates not less than those preva111ng on sim
ilar construction in the locality as deter
mined by the Secretary of Labor in accord
ance with the Davis-Bacon Act, as amended 
(40 u.s.c. 276a-276a-5). The Secretary of 
Labor shall have, with respect to such labor 
standards, the authority and functions set 
forth in Reorganization Plan Number 14 of 
1950 ( 15 F.R. 3176; 64 Stat. 1267) and in sec
tion 2 of the Act of June l, 1934, as amended 
(48 Stat. 948, ch. 492, as amended; 40 U.S.C. 
276c). 

REPORTS 

SEC. 407. Not later than one hundred and 
twenty days after the end of ea.ch fiscal year, 
the Director shall prepare and submit to the 
resident for transmittal by the President to 
the Congress a. full and complete report on 
the activities of the ACTION Agency during 
such year. 

JOINT FUNDING 

SEc. 408. Pursuant to regulations pre
scribed by the President, and to the extent 
consistent with the other provisions of this 
Act, where funds are provided for a single 
project by more than one Federal agency 
to an agency or organization assisted under 
this Act, the Federal agency principally in
volved may be designated to a.ct for all in 
administering the funds provided, and, not
wi thsta.nding any other provision of law, in 
such cases, a single non-Federal share re
quirement may be established according to 
the proportion of funds advanced by each 
agency. When the principal agency involved 
is the ACTION Agency, it may wa.fve any 
grant or oontract requirement (as defined 
by such regulations} under or pursuant to 
any law other than this Act, which require
ment is inconsistent with the similar re
quirements under or pursuant to this Act. 

PROHmITION OF FEDERAL CONTROL 

SEC. 409. Nothing contained in this Act 
shall be construed to authorize any depart
ment, agency, officer, or employee of the 
United States to exercise any direction, 
supervision, or control over the curriculum, 
program of instruction, administration, or 
personnel of any education institution or 
school system. 

COORDINATION WITH OTHER PROGRAMS 

SEC. 410. The Director shall take necessary 
steps to coordinate volunteer programs au-
thorized under this Act with one another, 
with community action programs, and with 
other related Federal. State. and local pro
grams. The Director shall also consult with 

the heads of other Federal, State, and local 
agencies responsible for programs related 
to the purposes of this Act with a. view to 
encouraging greater use of volunteer serv
ices in those programs and establishing in 
connection with them systematic procedures 
for the recruitment, referral, or necessary 
preservice orientation or training of volun
teers serving pursuant to this Act. The 
Director, m consultation with the Director 
of the Office of Personnel Management and 
the Secretaries of Labor, Commerce, and the 
Treasury and officials of other appropriate 
departments and agencies, shall take all ap
propriate steps to encourage State and local 
governments, charitable and service or
ganizations, and private employers (1) to 
take into account experience in volunteer 
work in the consideration of applicants for 
employment: and (2) to make provisions for 
the listing and description of volunteer work 
on all employment application forms. 

PROHIBITION 

SEC. 411. In order to assure that existing 
Federal agencies are used to the fullest ex
tent possible in carrying oUJt the purposes 
of this Act , no funds appropriated to car.ry 
out this Act shall be used to establish any 
new department or office when the intended 
functi9n is being performed by an existing 
department or office. 
NOTICE AND HEARING PROCEDURES FOR SUSPEN

SION AND TERMINATION OF FINANCIAL AS-
SISTANCE 

SEc. 412. The Direotor ls authorized 1n 
accordance with the provisions of this ~ec
tion, to suspend further payments or to ter
minate payments under any contract or grant 
providing assistance under this Act, when
ever he determines there ls a m81terial failure 
to comply with the applicable terms a.nd con
ditions of any such grant or contract. The 
Director shall prescribe procedures to insure 
that--

( 1} assistance under this Act shall not be 
suspended for failure to comply with appli
cable terms and conditions, except in emer
gency situations for thirty days, nor shall an 
application for refunding under this Act be 
denied, unless the recipient has been given 
reasonable notice and opportunity to show 
cause why such action should not be taken; 
and 

(2) assistance under this Act sha.11 not be 
terminated for failure to comply with ap
plicable terms a.nd conditions unless the re
cipient has been afforded reasonable notice 
and opportunity for a full and fair hearing. 
DISTRIBUTION OF BENEFITS BETWEEN RURAL AND 

URBAN AREAS 

SEC. 414. The Director shall adopt appro
priate administrative measures to assure that 
the benefits of and services under this Act 
will be distributed equitably between resi
dents of rural and urban areas. 

APPLICATION OF FEDERAL LAW 

SEC. 415. (a} Except as provided in sub
sections (b), (c), (d), and (e) of this sec
tion, volunteers under this Act shall not be 
deemed Federal employees and shall not be 
subject to the provisions of laws relating to 
Federal officers and employees and Federal 
employment. 

(b) Individuals enrolled (in programs, un
der title I of this Act for periods of service 
of at least one year] as volunteers for periois 
of full-time service, or, as the Director deems 
approp17ate in accordance with regulations, 
for periods of part-time service of not less 
than 20 hours per week for not less than 26 
consecutive weeks, under title I of this Act 
shall, with respect to such service or train
ing, ( 1) for the purposes of subchapter III 
of chapter 73 of title 5, United States Code, 
be deemed persons employed in the executive 
branch of the Federal Government, (2) for 
the purposes of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1954 (26 U.S.C. 1 et seq.) and title II of 

the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 401 et seq.), 
be deemed employees of the United States, 
and any service performed by an individual 
as a volunteer (including training) shall be 
deemed to be performed in the employ of 
the United States, (3) for the purposes of 
the Federal Tort Claims provisions of title 28. 
United States Code, be deemed employees of 
t he United States, [and] (4) for the purposes 
of subchapter I of chapter 81 of title 5, 
United States Code (relative to compensa
tion to Federal employees for work injuries}, 
shall be deemed civil employees of the United 
States within the meaning of the term 
"employee" as defined in section 8101 - ~f 
title 5, United States Code, and the provi
sions of that subchapter shall apply except 
as follows: (A) in computing compensation 
benefits for disability or death, [the monthly 
pay of a volunteer shall be deemed that re
ceived under the entrance salary for a grade 
GS-7 employee,] the annual rate of pay of a 
volunteer enrolled for a period of full-time 
service under such title I shall be deemed to 
be that received under the entrance salary 
for a grade GS-7 employee, and the annual 
rate of pay of a volunteer enrolled for a 
period of part-time service under such title I 
sh all be deemed to be such entry salary or an 
appropriate portion thereof as determined by 
the Director, and subsection (a.) and (b) of 
section 8113 of title 5, United States Code, 
shall apply, and (B} compensation for dis
ab111ty shall not begin to accrue until the 
day following the date on which the injured 
,-01unteer ls [terminated.] terminated, and 
(5) be deemed employees of the United 
States for the purposes of section 5584 of 
title 5, United States Code (and stipends 
and. allowances paid under this Act shall be 
considered as pay for such purposes) . 

( c) Ap.y period of service of a volunteer 
enrolled in a program for a period of service 
of at last one year under part A of title I of 
this Act, and any period of full-time service 
of a volunteer enrolled in a program for a. 
period of service of at least one year under 
part B or c of title I of this Act, shall be 
credited in connection with subsequent em
ployment in the same manner as a like period 
of civilian employment by the United States 
Government-

( 1} for the purposes o,f section 852(a.} (1) 
of the Foreign Service Act of 1946, as 
amended (22 U.S.C. 1092(a} (1)}; and every 
other Act· establishing a retirement .. system 
for 'civ111an employees of any United States 
Government agency; and 

( 2} except as otherwise determined by the 
President, for the purposes of determining 
seniority, reduction in .force, and layoff 
right~. leave e_nt1tlement1 and other rights 
and privileges based upon length of service 
under the laws administered by the [Civil 
Service Commission] · Office of Personnel 
Management, the Foreign Service Act of 1946, 
and every other' Act establishing or govern
ing terms and "conditions of service of civil
ian employees of the United States Govern
ment: Provided, That service of a volunteer 
shall not be credited toward completion of 
any service requirement for career appoint
ment. 

(d} Volunteers serving in programs for pe
riods o~ service of at lea.St one year under 
part A of title I of "this Act, and volunteers 
serving for such periods under title VIII of 
the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, as 
amended (42 U.S.C. 2991..:..2994d}, including 
those whose service was completed under 
such Act, who the Director determines, in 
accordance with regulations he shall pre
scribe, have successfully completed their pe
riods of service, shall be el1gible for appoint
ment In the competitive service in the same 
manner as Peace Corps volunteers as pre
scribed in Executive Order Number 11103 
(April 10, 1963). 

( e} Notwithstanding any other provision 
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of law, all references ln any other law to per
sons serving as volunteers under· title VIII 
of the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, as 
amended, shall be deemed to be references to 
persons serving as full-time volunteers ln a 
program of at least one yea.r's duration un
der part A, B, or C of title I of this Act. 

(/) (1) The remedy-
( A) against the United States provided by 

sections 1346(b) and 2672 of title 28, United 
States Code, or 

(B) through proceedings for compensation 
or other benefits from the United States as 
provided by any other law, where the avail
ability of such benefits precludes a remedy 
under section 1346(b) or 2672 of such title 28, 
for damages for personal injury, including 
death, allegedly arising from malpractice or 
negligence of a physician, dentist , pod1iatrist, 
optometrist, nurse, physician assistant, ex
panded-function dental auxiliary, pharma
cist, or paramedical (for example, me::lical 
and dental techni cians, nursing assistants, 
and therapists) or other supporting person
nel in furnishing medical care or treatment 
wh;ile in the exercise of such person's duties 
as a volunteer enrolled under title I of this 
Act shall be exclusive of any other civil action 
or pro,ceeding by reason of the same subject 
matter, against such person (or such person's 
es~ate) whose action or omission gave rise ;to 
such · claim. 

(2) The Attorney General of the United 
States shall defend any civil action or pro
ceeding brought in any court against any 
person referred to in paragraph (1) of this, 
subsection (or such person's estate) for any 
such damage or injury. Any such person 
against whom such civil action or proceed
ing is brought shall deliver, within such 
time after date of service or knowledge of 
service as determined by the Attorn.ey Gen
eral, all process served upon such person or 
an attested true copy thereof to such per
son's immediate supervisor or to whomever 
is designated by the Director to receive 
such papers, and such person shall promptly 
furnish copies of the pleading and process 
therein to the United States attorney for 
the district embracing the place wherein 
the proceeding is brought and to the Attor
ney General. 

(3) Upon a certification by the Attorney 
General that the defendant was acting in 
the scope of such person's volunteer assign
ment at the time of the incident out of 
which the suit arose, any such civil action or 
proceeding commenced in a State court shall 
be removed without bond at any time before 
trial by the Attorney General to the district 
court of the United States of the district and 
division embracing the place wherein it is 
pe,..,.ding and the proceeding deemed a tort 
action brought against the United States un
der the provisions of title 28, United States 
Code, and all references thereto. After re
moval the United States shall have available 
all defenses to which it would have been en
titled if the action had originally been com
menced against the United States. Should a 
district court of the United States determine 
on a hearing on a motion to remand held be
fore a trial on the merits that the volunteer 
whose act or omission gave rise to the suit 
was not acting within the scope of such per
son's volunteer assignment, the case shall be 
remanded to the State court. 

(4) The Attorney General may compromise 
or settle any claim asserted tn such civil 
action or proceeding in the manner provided 
in section 2677 of title 28, United States 
Code, and with the same effect. 

EVALUATION 

SEC. 416. (a) The Director shall period
ically measure and evaluate the impact of 
all programs authorized by this Act, their 
effectiveness in achieving stated goals in gen
eral, and in relation to their cost , their im
pact on related programs, and their structure 

and mechanisms for delivery of services. 
Eve.luations shall be conducted by persons 
not immediately involved in the administra
tion of the program or project evaluated. 

( b) The Director shall develop and pub
lish general standards for evaluation of pro
gram and project effectiveness in achieving 
the objectives of this Act. Reports submitted 
pursuant to section 407 shall describe the 
actions taken as a. result of evaluations car
ried out under this section. 

(c) In carrying out evaluations under this 
title, the Director shall whenever possible, 
arrange to obtain the opinions of program 
and project participants about the strengths 
and weaknesses of such programs and 
projects. 

(d) The Director shall publish summaries 
of the results of evaluations of program and 
project impact and effectiveness no later than 
sixty days after the completion thereof. 

( e) The Director shall take the necessary 
action to assure that all studies, evaluations, 
proposals, and data produced or developed 
with Federal funds shall become the property 
of the United States. 

(f) The Director is authorized to use such 
sums as a.re required, but not to exceed 1 
per centum of the funds appropriated under 
this Act, to conduct program and project 
evaluations (directly, or by grants or con
tracts) as required by this Act. In the case 
of allotments from such an appropriation, 
the a.mount available for such allotments 
(and the a.mount deemed appropriate there
for) shall be reduced accordingly. 

NONDISCRIMINATION 

SEc. 417. (a) The Director shall not pro
vide financial assistance !or any program 
under this Act unless the grant, contra.ct, 
or agreement with respect to such program 
specifically provides that no person with re
sponsib111ties in the operation of such pro
gram will discriminate with respect to any 
such program because of race, creed, belief, 
color, national origin, sex, age, handicap, or 
political a.mlia.tion. For purposes of this sub
section, and for purposes of title VI of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42 u.s.c. 2000d et 
seq.), section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act 
of 1973 (29 U.S.C. 794), and the Age Discrim
ination Act of 1975 (Public Law 94-135, title 
III; 42 u.s.c. 6101 et seq.), any program, 
project, or activity to which volunteers are 
assigned under this Act shall be deemed to 
be receiving Federal financial assistance. 

(b) No person in the United States shall 
on the ground of sex be excluded from par
ticipation in, be denied the benefits of, be 
subjected to discrimination under, or be 
denied employment in connection with, any 
program or activity receiving assistance 
under this Act. The Director shall enforce the 
provisions of the preceding sentence in ac
cordance with section 602 of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. 2000d-1). Section 603 
of such Act shall apply with respect to any 
action taken by the Director to enforce such 
sentence. This section shall not be construed 
as affecting any other legal remedy that a 
person may have if that person is excluded 
from participation in, denied the benefits of, 
subjected to discrimination under, or denied 
employment in connection with any program 
or activity receiving assistance under this 
Act. 

(c) (1) The Djrector shall apply the non
discrimina.tion policies and authorities set 
forth in section 717 of the Civil Rights Act 
of 1964 ( 42 u.s.c. 2oooe-16), title v of the 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C. 791 et 
seq.), and in the Age Discrimination Act of 
1975 (Public Law 94-135, title III; 42 u.s.c. 
6101 et seq:) to applicants for enrollment for 
service as volunteers, and to volunteers serv
ing, under this Act and the Peace Corps Act 
(22 U.S.C. 2501 et seq.). Any remedies avail
able to individuals under such laws, other 
than the right of appeal to the Civil Service 

Commission authorized by section 717 of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964, and transferred to 
the Equal Employment Opportunity Com
mission by Reorganization Plan Number 1 
of 1978, shall be availa·ble to such applicants 
or volunteers. 

(2) Not later than 90 days after the date 
of the enactment of the Domestic Volunteer 
Service Act Amendments of 1979, the Direc
tor, after consultation with the Equal Em
ployment Opportunity Commission with re
nard to the application of the policies set 
forth in section 717 of the Civil Rights Act 
of 1964 (42 u.s.c. wooe-16) and with the 
Interagency Coordinating Council, estab
lished by section 507 of the Rehabilitation 
Act of 1973 (29 U .S.C. 797), and the Inter
agency Committee on Handicapped Employ
ees, established by section 501 (a) of the Re
habilitation Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C. 791 (a)), 
with regard to the application of the policies 
set forth in title V of the Rehabilitation Act 
of 1973 (29 U.S.C . 791 et seq.), and, not later 
than 90 days after the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare or the Secretary of 
Health and Human Resources, as the case 
may be, publishes final general regulations 
to carry out the Age Discrimination Act of 
1975 (Public Law 94-135, title III; 42 U.S.C. 
6101 et seq.), and after consultation with 
the Secretary with regard to the application 
of the policies set forth in such Act, shall 
prescribe regulations establishing the pro
cedures for the application of such policies 
and the provision of such remedies so as 
to promote the enrollment and service of 
persons as volunteers without regard to the 
discriminatory factors described in such 
laws. 

ELIGmU.ITY FOR OTHER BENEFITS 

SEC. 418. Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law, no payment for supportive 
services or reimbursement of out-of-pocket 
expenses made to persons serving pursuant 
to [titles] title II [and III] of this Act shall 
be subject to any tax or charge or be treated 
as wages or compensation for the purposes 
of unemployment, temporary disab111ty, re
tirement, public assistance, or similar bene
fit payments, or minimum wage laws. This 
section shall become effective with respect 
to all payments ma.de after the effective 
date of this Act. 

LEGAL EXPENSES 

SEc. 419. Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law and pursuant to regulations 
which the Director shall prescribe, counsel 
may be employed and counsel fees, court 
costs, ball, and other expenses incidental to 
the defense of volunteers ma.y be pa.id in 
judicial or administrative proceedings to 
which full-time volunteers (or pa.rt-time 
volunteers when such proceeding arises di
rectly out of the performance of activities 
pursuant to this Act or section S(b) (1) of 
the Small Business Act, as a.mended ( 15 
u.s.c. 637(b) (1))), serving under this Act 
have been ma.de parties. 

(GUIDELINES 

[SEC. 420. All rules, regulations, guidelines, 
instructions, and application forms pub
lished or promulgated pursuant to this Act 
shall be published in the Federal Register at 
least thirty days prior to their effective date.] 

Requirements far prescribing regulations 

SEc. 420. (a) For purposes of this section
(1) the term "regulation" means any rule, 

regulation, guideline, interpretation, order, 
or requirement of general applicability pre-
scribed by the Director pursuant to this Act,· 
and 

(2) the term "Committees" means the 
Committee on Education and Labor of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Labor and Human Resources of the Sen
ate. 

( b) Regulations prescribed by the Director 
or by any other officer of the ACTION Agency, 
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in connection with, or affecting, the admin
istration of any program carried out under 
this Act shall contain, immediately follow
ing each substantive provision of such regu
lations, citations to the particular section or 
sections of statutory law or other legal au
thority upon which such provision is based. 

(c) (1) Except as provided in paragraph 
(2) (B) of this subsection, no proposed regu
lation prescribed pursuant to this Act for the 
administration of any program carried out 
under this Act may take effect until 30 calen
dar days after it is published in the Federal 
Register. 

(2) (A) During the 30-day period before 
the . date upon which such regulation is to 
be effective, the Director shall, in accordance 
with the provisions of section 553 of title 5, 
United States Code, offer any interested party 
an opportunity to make comment upon, and 
take exception to, such reg-ulation and shall 
reconsider any such reg-ulation upon which 
comment is made or to which exception is 
taken. 

(B) If the Director determines that the 
30-day requirement in paragraph (1) of this 
subsection would cause undue delay in the 
implementation of a regulation, thereby 
causing substantial hardship for the in
tended beneficiaries of any program carried 
out under this Act, the Director may waive 
the application of such requirement and 
shall immediately submit a notice of such 
determination and waiver, including a state
ment of the reasons therefor, to the Commit
tees. 

(d) Concurrently with the publication in 
the Federal Register of any final regulation, 
a copy of such final reg-ulation shall be trans
mitted to the Speaker of the House of Repre
sentatives and the President of the Senate. 
Except as is provided in the following sen
tence, no such final reg-ulation may take 
effect until 45 calendar days after such trans
mission. If the Director determines that such 
45-day requirement would cause undue delay 
in the implementation of the regulation, 
thereby causing substantial hardship for the 
intended beneficiaries of any program car
ried out under this Act, the Director may 
waive the application of such requirement 
and shall promptly su'bmit a notice of such 
determination and waiver, including a state
ment of the reasons therefor, to the Commit
tees. 

(e) Not later than 60 days after the date of 
the enactment of any Act affecting the ad
ministration of any program carried out un
der this Act, the Director shall submit to the 
Committees a schedule in accordance with 
which the Director has planned to prescribe 
final regulations implementing such Act or 
part of such Act. Such schedule shall provide 
that all such final regulations shall be pre
scribed not later than 180 days after the sub
mission of such schedule. Except as is pro
vided in the following sentence, all such final 
regulations shall be prescribed in accordance 
with such schedule. If the Director deter
mines that, due to circumstances unforeseen 
at the time of the submission of any such 
schedule, the schedule submitted pursuant 
to this subsection cannot be met, the Direc
tor shall submit a notice of such determina
tion, including a statement of the reasons 
therefor, to the Committees and shall sub
mit a new schedule which shall then be con
sidered, for the purposes of this subsection, 
as the schedule originally submitted in con
nection with the enactment of the Act in
volved. 

DEFINITIONS 

SEC. 421. For the purposes of this Act-
( 1) the term "Director" means the Director 

of the ACTION agency; 
(2) the terms "United States" and "States" 

mean the several States, the District of Co
Iu m'bia, the Virgin Tsiands, Puerto Rico, 
Guam, and American Samoa and, for the pur-

po~es of title II of this Act, the Trust Terri
t:>ry of the Pa. -: ific Islands: 

(3) the term "nonprofit" as applied to any 
agency, institution, or organization means an 
agency, institution, or organization which is, 
or is owned and operated by, one or more 
corporations or associations no part of the 
net earnings of which inures, or may law
fully insure, to the benefit of any private 
shareholder or individual; and 

(4) the term "poor" or "low-income" per
sons, individuals, or volunteers means such 
individuals whose incomes fall at or below 
the poverty line as set forth in section 625 
of the Economic Opportunity Act Of 1964, as 
amended by Public Law 92-424 (42 U.S.C. 
297ld) : Provided, That in determining who 
is "poor" or "low-income", the Director shall 
take into co:;sidera:tion existing poverty 
guidelines as appropriate to local situations. 

AUDIT 

SEC. 422. (a) Each recipient of Federal 
grants, subgrants, contracts, subcontracts, or 
loans entered into under this Act other than 
by formal advertising, and which are other
wise authorized by this Act, shall keep such 
records as the Director shall prescribe, in
cluding records which fully disclose the 
amount and disposition by such recipient of 
the proceeds of such assistance, the total 
cost of the project or undertaking in connec
tion with which such assistance ls given or 
used, the amount of that portion of the cost 
of the project or undertaking supplied by 
other sources, anct such other records as will 
fac111tate an effective audit. 

(b) The Director and the ·comptroller Gen
eral of the United States, or any of their 
duly authorized representatives, :::hall, until 
the expiration of three years after completion 
of the project or undertaking referred to in 
subsection (a) of this section, have access for 
the purpose of audit and examination to any 
books, documents, papers, and records of 
such recipients which in the opinion of the 
Director or the Comptroller General may be 
related or pertinent to the grants, contracts, 
subcontracts, subgrants, or loans referred to 
in subsection (a). 

REDUCTION OF PAPERWORK 
Sec. 423. In order to reduce unnecessary, 

duplicative, or disruptiv'3 demands for in
formation, the Director, in consultation with 
other appropriate agencies and organiza
tions, shall continually review and evaluate 
all requests for information made under this 
Act and take such action as may be necessary 
to reduce the paperwork required under 
this Act. The Director shall request only 
such information as the Director deems es
sential to carry out the purposes and pro
visions of this Act. 

REVIEW OF PROJECT RENEWALS 
Sec. 424. If the executiv~ authority of any 

State or local government submits to the 
Director, not later than 30 days before the 
expiration of any contract or grant to carry 
out any project under this Act, a state
ment which objects to the renewal of such 
contract or grant, then the Director shall 
(1) review such statement and take it into 
account in determining wheth.'3T to renew 
such contract or grant; and ( 2) submit to 
such executive authority a written statement 
of reasons regarding the Director's deter
mination with respect to such renewal and 
specifically with respect to any objection 
so submitted. 

TITLE V-AUTHORIZATION OF 
APPROPRIATIONS 

NATIONAL VOLUNTEER ANTIPOVERTY PROGRAMS 

SEc. 501. (a) There are authorized to be 
appropriated $37,600,000 for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1974, and such sums as may 
be necessary each for the fiscal years end
ing June 30, 1975, June 30, 1976, September 
30, 1977, rand] September 30, 1978, SepteTn-

ber 30, 1979, September 30, 1980, and Septem
ber 30, 1981, for the purpose of car.rylng out 
title I of this Act. In each such year of the 
sums appropriated pursuant to this [title) 
section for the purpose of carrying out title 
I of this Act not less than $29,600,000 shall 
be expended on programs designed to elimi
nate poverty and poverty-related human, 
social, and environmental problems. 

Of this amount not less than $22,300,000 
shall be expended on prog.rams authorized 
under part A of title I in each such fiscal 
year. 

(b) Any s:ims authorized to be appropri
ated for title I of this Act in excess of 
$37,600,000 shall be reflected in a commen
surate increase in the sums to be made avail
able for Part A of such title. 

(c) (1) Of the funds appropriated for each 
of the fiscal years 1980 and 1981 for the pur
pose of carrying out title I of this Act, (A) 
not less than $28,000,000 shall first be avail
able for carrying out the VISTA program 
under part A of such title, and (B) of the 
funds appropriated for each such fiscal year 
for the purpose of carrying out such title 
which are in excess of $28,000,000 (i) not 
less than $2,300,000 for fiscal year 1980 and 
not less than $1,600,000 for fiscal year 1981 
shall be available for carrying out the Uni
versity Year for ACTION program under part 
B of such title, and (ii) not less than 
$500,000 for each fiscal year shall be avail
able for carrying out service-learning pro
grams under section 114. 

(2) Of the funds appropriated for each of 
the fiscal years 1980 and 1981 for the pur
pose of carrying out part C of title I of this 
Act which are in excess of $2,500,000 but not 
in excess of $10,000,000, not less than 50 per 
centum in each such fiscal year shall be 
available for carrying out the fixed-income 
counseling and Helping Hand programs 
under section 122. 

NATIONAL OLDER AMERICANS VOLUNTEER 
PROGRAMS 

SEC. 502. (a) There are authorized to be 
appropriated $17,500,000 for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1974, $20,000,000 each for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975, and for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1976, respec
tively, $6,000,000 for the period beginning 
July l, 1976, and ending September 30, 
1976, and $22,000,000 for each of the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1977, and Sep
tember 30, 1978, to be used for the purpose 
of carrying out programs under part A of 
title II of this Act. 

(b) (1) There are authorized to be appro
priated $32,500,000 for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1974, $40,000,000 each for the fiscal 
years ending June 30, 197l>, and June 30, 
1976, respectively, $10,750.000 for the period 
beginning July 1, 1976, and ending Septem
ber 30, 1976, and $43,000,000 for each of the 
fiscal years ending September 30, 1977, and 
September 30, 1978, for the purpose of carry
ing out programs under part B of such title 
of which (A) $26,500,000 for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1974, and $32.000,000 each 
for the fiscal years ending June 30, 1975, and 
June 30, 1976, respectively, $8,750,000 for 
the period beginning July 1, 1976, and end
ing September 30, 1976, and $35,000,000 for 
each of the fiscal years ending September 30, 
1977, and September 30, 1978, shall be avail
able for such years for grants or contracts 
under subsection (a) of section 211, and (B) 
$6.000,000 for the fisc~ 1 year ending June 30, 
1974, and $8,000,000 each for the fiscal years 
ending June 30, 1975, and June 30, 1976, re
spectively, $2,000,000 for the period beginning 
July 1, 1976, and ending September 30, 1976, 
and $8,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 
ending September 30, 1977, and September 
30, 1978, shall be available for such years 
for grants or contracts under subsection 
(bl of such section. 

(2) If the sums authorized to be appro-
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pria.ted under para.graph ( 1) of this subsec
tion a.re not appropriated and ma.de a.va.11-
a.ble in full for each such fl.sea.I year, then 
such sums a.s are appropriated and ma.de 
available for ea.ch such fiscal year shall be 
allocated so that-

(A) any amounts appropriated not in ex
cess of a sum which when added to carry
over balances otherwise available for obliga
tion under subsection (a.) of section 211 
equal $25,000,000 sha.11 be used for grants 
or contracts under such subsection; and 

(B) any a.mounts appropriated in excess 
of a sum which when added to carryover bal
ances otherwise available for obligation un
der subsection (a.) of section 211 equals 
$31,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1974, and $33,000,000 ea.ch for the fiscal 
yea.rs ending June 30, 1975, and June 30, 
1976, respectively shall be used for grants 
or contracts for such fiscal yea.rs under such 
subsection. 

ADMINISTRATION AND COORDINATION 

SEC. 504. There a.re authorized to be BIP
propriated ea.ch for the fiscal yea.rs ending 
June 30, 1974, June 30, 1975, June 30, 1976, 
September 30, 1977, (ia.nd] September 30, 
1978, September 30, 1979, September 30, 
1980, and Sept8Tnber 30, 1981, respectively, 
such sums 'as may be necessa4'y for the ad
ministration of this Act as authorized ln 
title IV of such Act. 

AVAILABILITY OF APPROPRIATIONS 

SEC. 505. Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of law, unless enacted in express e.nd 
specific limitation of the provisions of this 
section, funds appropriated for any fiscal 
year to carry out any program under this 
Act or any pre,ciecessor authority shall re
main a.viaila.ble, ii1 accordance with the pro
visions of this Act, for obligation and ex
penditure until expended. 
TITLE VI-AMENDMENTS TO OTHER 

LAWS AND REPEALERS 
SUPERSEDENCE OF REORGANIZATION PLAN 

NUMBER 1 OF JULY 1, 1971 

SEC. 601. (a.) Sections 1, 2(a.), 3, 'and 4 
of Reorganization Plan Number 1 of 1971 
(July 1, 1971) are hereby superseded. 

(b) The personnel, property, records, and 
unexpected ba.lrances of appropriations, al
locations, 'and other funds employed, used, 
held, a.va.ila.ble, or to be ma.de sva.ile.ble In 
connection with the !Unctions tra.ns!erred 
to the Director of the ACTION Agency by 
sections 2 (a.) and 4 of such reorgianlza.tion 
plan a.re hereby transferred to the ACTION 
Agency established by section 401. All grants, 
contracts, and other agreements a.warded 
or entered into Under the authority of such 
reol'ganization plan will be recognized under 
comparable provisions of this Act so that 
there is no disruption of ongoing e.ctivities 
for which there is continuing authority. 

( c) All official actions ta.ken by the Direc
tor of the ACTION Agency, his designee, or 
any other person under the authority of 
such reorganization plan which a.re in force 
on the effective date of this Act a.nd for 
which there is continuing authority under 
the provisions of this Act, and the length of 
the period of service of volunteers serving 
or undergoing training under title VllI O'f 
the Econolnlc Opportunity Act of 1964, as 
amended (42 u.s.c_. 2991-2994d) on the effec
tive date of this Act, shall continue in full 
force and effect until modified, superseded, 
or revoked by the Director. 

(d) All references to ACTION, or the Di
rector of ACTION in any statute, reorgan
ization plan. Executive order, regulation, or 
other official document or proceeding shall, 
on and after the effective date of this Act, 
be deemed to refer to the ACTION Agency 
established by section 401 and the Director 
thereof. 

(e) No suit, action or other proceeding, 
and no cause of action, by or against the 
agency known as ACTION CTea.ted by such 
reorganization plan, or any action by any 

officer thereof acting in his official capacity, 
shall abate by reason of enactment of this 
Act. 

(f) Persons appointed by the President, 
by and with th~ advice and consent of the 
Senate, to positions requiring such advice 
and consent under such reorganization plan 
may continue to serve in the same ca.pa.city 
in the ACTION Agency without the neces
sity of an additional appointment by the 
President or further such advice and con
sent by the Senate. 

CREDITABLE SERVICE FOR crvn. SERVICE 
RETIREMENT 

SEc. 602. Section 8332(b) (7) of title 5, 
United States Code (relating to creditable 
service to· civil service retirement), ls amend
ed by inserting a comma and "or a period 
of service of a full-time volunteer enrolled 
in a program of at least one yea.r's duration 
under pa.rt A, B, or C of title I of the Domes
tic Volunteer Service Act of 1973 (
U.S.C .-)" after "Economic Opportunity 
Act of 1964". 

REPEAL OF TITLE VIII OF THE ECONOMIC 
OPPORTUNITY ACT 

SEC. 603 . Title VIII of the Economic Oppor
tunity Act of 1964, as amended ( 42 U.S.C. 
2991-2994d), ls hereby repealed. 
REPEAL OF TITLE VI OF THE OLDER AMERICANS ACT 

SEC. 604. (a) Title VI of the Older Ameri
cans Act of 1965, as amended (42 U.S.C. 3044-
3044e), ls hereby repealed. 

(b) Section 908 of the Older Americans 
Comprehensive Services Amendments Act of 
1973 (Public Law 93-29) is amended by strik
ing out "1973," and "1974," and inserting in 
lieu thereof "1974,'' and "1975,", respectively. 

Approved October l, 1973. 
SECTION 5 OF PUBLIC LAW 94-130 

An a.ct to a.mend further the Peace Corps Act, 
and for other purposes 

• • 
SEC. 5. (a.) Section 105(a.) (1) of the Domes

tic Volunteer Service Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C 
4955(a) (1)) ls amended by striking out "$50" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "$75". 

(b) There are authorized to be appro
priated, in addition to the sums authorized 
to be appropriated pursuant to section 501 
of such Act, such additional sums as may be 
necessary to carry out the amendments ma.de 
by subsection (a) of this section. [Such 
amendments a.re to be ef!ectlve for ee.ch fiscal 
year only to such extent and for such 
amounts as a.re specifically provided for such 
purpose in such appropriation Acts.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the conference re
port. 

The report was agreed to. 
Mr. CRANSTON. I move to reconsider 

the vote by which the conference report 
was agree to. 

Mr. EAGLETON. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that there now 
be a period for the transaction of routine 
morning business of not to exceed 20 
minutes, with Senators permitted to 
speak up to 5 minutes each therein. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

WELFARE REFORM IN REVERSE 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, 
much reform is needed in the Nation's 
welfare system. We need to tighten the 

eligibility requirements and eliminate 
fraud and abuse. 

A recent editorial in the Greenville 
News in Greenville, S.C., brings up the 
issue of welfare reform and points out 
that the administration's proposals will 
do nothing to help solve the problem. The 
editorial states that the proposals will 
not encourage the ince~tive of the recip
ients to get off the welfare program and 
will probably increase the Federal Gov
ernment's role in the system. 

Mr. President, in order to share this 
fine article with my colleagues, I ask 
unanimous consent that the editorial ap
pear in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

WELFARE REFORM IN REvERSE 

Few people would argue the need to reform 
the nation's welfare system. It ls a mess, 
open to fraud, waste and abuse. 

But the Carter administration is going 
about welfare reform in the wrong way. The 
president's proposal, which is now before 
Congress, likely will lead to higher welfare 
bllls, will reduce the incentive recipients 
have to get oft' the welfare rolls and. will do 
nothing to lessen the risk of fraud and abuse. 

It also will increase the federal role in 
welfare; and that, given the magnitude of 
the welfare system, wlll further erode the 
federal system prescribed by the Constitu
tion. 

The primary feature of the a.dmill!lstration 
plan ls the establishment of a national mini
mum welfare benefit equal to 65 percent of 
the official poverty level. It is now set by the 
Census Bureau a.t $7,160 for a family of four. 
The minimum welfare benefit would be 
$4,654. 

Critics of the proposal contend it wlll lead 
to the establishment of a guaranteed income. 
There ts litltle difference between a. minimum 
welfare benefit and a guaranteed income. It 
is, in fa.ct, when ta.ken with other welfare 
benefits, such as food stamps a.nd the earned 
income tax credit, little more tiha.n a scheme 
for redistributing the nation's wealth. 

One of the most troubling aspects of the 
proposal ls that it will do nothing to en
courage welfare recipients to seek work which 
will get them off the welfare rolls or, at least, 
reduce their dependence on welfare. 

The proposal has a. work requirement, but 
the requirement is so watered down a welfare 
recipient would be permitted to refuse & job 
for several reasons, one of which is that the 
jo!:> doesn't pay very much. 

The heavy hand of organized labor can be 
seen clearly in the provision whidh wlll allow 
a welfare recipient to refuse a job which be
comes available because of a. strike, lookout 
or other labor dispute. 

The plan also would allow a. welfare recip
ient to earn up to $500 per month ,and stlll 
be considered unemployed. 

Ca.l'ter's proposal also does not take into 
consideration cost of living dlft'erences be
tween states. A welfe.re family in South Caro
lina. would get the sa.me benefit as a recipient 
in New York City, where the cost of living ls 
much higher. 

By enacting a minimum national benefit, 
Congress necessa.rlly would increase federal 
control of the welfare system, which now ls 
primarily the responslb111ty of the states. 
Such federal control would put yet another 
nail into the coffin of the system of govern
ment the Founding Fathers sought to estab
lish. They feared a strong central govern-
ment and tried to limit its powers. 

There ls also in Congress an alterna1tlve 
welfare proposal whidh would not dr'Rstica.lly 
increase federal power. That legislation 
would provide for a svstem of block grants 
to the states. The states would be able to 
ta.nor their welfare programs to the needs of 
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their own welfare recipients, experiment with 
new programs and establish work require
ments whicJh could cut welfare costs without 
hurting those who really need government 
aid. 

supposed to bar the Soviets from introduc
ing offensive weaipons onto the isla.nds. 

age submarine used by the Cubans for tra.ln
ing purposes. They said the other, manned 
by a Soviet crew is a diesel-pawered a.ttaok 
submarine armed with conventiona.l tor
pedoes but no misslles. 

This proposal-and not Carter's-should be 
adopted. 

They said the construction, which was 
detected by increased U.S. surveilla.nce of 
Cuba in the wake of the furor over the So
viet brigade, is being watched closely and 
has been reported to key members of Con-

UNITED NEGRO COLLEGE FUND 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, since 
1943, the United Negro College Fund has 
provided support for private colleges 
throughout the country. This :fine orga
nization has distributed about $2 million 
during its h:story and has enabled count
less young men and women to receive an 
education they might not have otherwise 
been able to afford. 

Twenty-seven colleges participated in 
the original appeal for the UNCF. Today 
the fund provides money and services to 
over 41 members. These institutions are 
private, fully accredited predominately 
black colleges and universities. 

Recently, the Washington Inter
Alumni Council of the United Negro 
College Fund held ceremonies recogniz
ing some of its members for their exem
plary work for education. I was pleased 
to learn that a staff member of mine, 
Mrs. Thomasina Francis, was honored 
at this event for her dedicated efforts 
and distinguished service to her alma 
mater <Vorhees College) , the alumni 
council, her church, and her community. 
Mrs. Francis is a :fine, competent member 
of my staff, and I am proud of her 
achievements with the UNCF. 

SOVIET CONSTRUCTION OF NEW 
PIER IN CUBA 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the 
Soviet military buildup of an operating 
base in Cuba continues with hardly a 
whimper from the administration. 

The la test discovery of a new pier 
under construction at Cienfuegos indi
cates that the Soviets are establishing in 
Cuba facilities which will enable them to 
build an influence in Central and Latin 
America. 

gress dealing with security affairs. They 
added that Secretary of State Cyrus R. 
Va.nee also discussed the matter in general 
terms at a meeting Monday with Hispa.nic
America.n community leaders. 

However, despite the cautious tone ta.ken 
by the otncia.Is, fallout from the controversy 
over the Soviet brigade-coupled with a 
companion dispute a.bout Cuba as a poten
tial base for servicing Soviet subs and war-
ships-seems certain to unlea.se new ques
tions a.bout Soviet military a.ctivities in 
Cuba. 

That was underscored Ia.st night by Sen. 
Richard B. Stone (D-Fla..), who revealed the 
presen::e of the Soviet brigade last summer 
at a time administration otncia.ls were in
sisting they had no evidence to support such 
charges. 

In a telephone interview, Stone, who has 
been briefed on the matter, said the con
struction is of "major proportions" and has 
•been under way for several months. The 
senator added that he had more lnforma.
·tion but could not reveal it because it was 
cla.sisfied and went beyond the fa.cts that 
emerged yesterday. 

But Stone, who repeatedly has raised 
questions about Soviet submarine visits to 
Cuba, said the matter raises questions "of 
concern a.bout whether the Soviets a.re at
tempting to build a major submarine base 
in Cuba." 

He continued: "It is time to get this 
situation clarified, both in terms of clearing 
up ambiguities a.bout the extent to which 
facilities in Cuba. can be used by Soviet 
warships, including those with nuclear 
armaments, and in terms of ma.king clear 
we will not tolerate a major base there 
operated by the Soviets or their Ouba.n 
a.llies.'-

The U.S.-Soviet understa.ndings a.bout 
Cuba., which ha.ve never been made fully 
public, have been a subject of controversy 
over the yea.rs in regard to naval matters. 

In 1970, after concern developed that the 
Russians were bulldlng a submarine base at 
Cienfuegos Ba.y, President Nixon announced 
that port calls in Cuba by Soviet submarines 
and ships would not violate the agreements, 
but the servicing of such vessels "either In 
or from CUba. would be a violation." Mr. President, I ask unanimous con

sent that an article entitled "Soviet Con
struction of Pier at Cuban Base is Re
ported" which appeared in the Octo
ber 31, 1979 issue of the Washington 
Post newspaper be printed in the RECORD 
at the conclusion of my remarks. 

The pier whose construction has now been 
detected ls in addition to another recently 
bullt at Cienfuegos Bay under Soviet super
vision Although it a.ppa.rently was ready for 

-use when Soviet ships were deployed In the 
Ca.ribbea.n last spring, the Russian vessels 
did not visit Cuba. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
SOVIET CONSTRUCTION OF PIER AT CUBAN BASE 

Is REPORTED 

(By John M. Goshko) 
U.S. intelligence has determined that the 

Soviet Union is building a new pier at the 
Cienfuegos naval base in CUba, but Carter 
administration officials said last night they 
do not know whether the facility could 
be used for offensive purposes such as serv
icing Soviet nuclear submarines. 

The officials stressed that, at this point, 
there are no grounds for regarding the pier 
construction with the same concern trig
gered by the discovery in August of a So
viet combat brigade in Cuba. 

That is belleved to haive been the result 
of U.S. press reports calling attention to 
the possib1Uty that a. viola.tion of the 1962 
agreements and the 1970 Nixon interpreta
tion of the accords might occur. The Carter 
administration is understood to have warned 
the Soviets at the time that a. visit by the 
Soviet ships to Cienfuegos could be con
sidered a provocation in this country and 
lead to strained rela.tions. 

However, there has been continued specu
lation about whether Soviet ships and sUlbs 
will continue to a.void going into Cienfuegos 
Bay. As a result, revelation that a. second 
Soviet pier is under construction seems guar
a.n teed to regenerate debate a.bout what t~e 
Soviets a.re up to at the Cuban fa.c111ty. 

THE LONG ROAD TO PEACE AND 
UNITY 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. President, the 
senior Senator from West Virginia, my 
good friend JENNINGS RANDOLPH, is 
known, among his colleagues and the 
citizens of the great State that he has 
served so outstandingly in the House of 
Representatives and the Senate for 34 
years, as a man of superior vision. He 
has had such an outstanding record that 
his length of service, surpassed by only 
a handful of Members serving in Con
gress, has been greatly overshadowed, 
and rightly so, by his deeds. 

My distinguished colleague has long 
been a strong and effective advocate of 
programs to improve public facilities, 
transportation systems, and the environ
ment. As a member of the Senate Com
mittee on Environment and Public 
Works since 1958, and as its chairman 
since 1966 he has been intimately in
volved with the legislative leadership in 
the areas of air and water pollution con
trol, solid waste disposal, highways, and 
water resources development. 

Throughout his remarkable career, the 
distinguished senior Senator from West 
Virginia has shown concern for the peo
ple of his State and the Nation; whether 
through his work on improving the Na
tion's highway system-about which he 
is acknowledged as the Senate's foremost 
expert, advocacy of air and water pollu
tion programs, or his concern for a peace
ful society that can nurture the best in 
all of us. 

Senator RANDOLPH and I have both 
harbored. an American dream that goes 
back to the time of our :first President; 
a dream that he has pursued since he 
:first introduced a bill in 1945, while 
serving in the House, to create a Depart
ment of Peace, and which I, also, have 
pursued. vigorously by introducing sub
sequent legislation. 

The dream of a national entity to ac
tively pursue the course of peace has 
now been brought closer than ever ~ 
reality with passage into law, in the 
95th Congress, of a Commission to 
Study Proposals for a National Academy 
of Peace and Conflict Resolution, and 
the recent appropriation of $500,000 !or 
the operation of the Commission; leg
islation which in great measure was due 
to his leadership, and of which I was 
pleased to have been a principal in
troducer. 

Mr. President, in order to advance 
the distinguished Senator's idea of 
peace, with which I strongly concur, and 
in order to better understand the mean
ing of peace, which is so fragile a con
cept that it is often perverted. as an 
excuse for conflict, I request unanimous 
consent to insert in the RECORD his re
marks at the Second International 
Peace and Human.Rights Conference at 
Campobello Island, Saturday, August 25, 
1979, as follows: 

In fact; the omctals added, there ts no evl
dence to suggest that the construction vio
lates the understandings reached by the two 
superpowers in settlement of the 1962 
Cuban misslle crisis. Those agreements a.re 
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According to administration sources, the 
new construction also involves several large 
buildings or sheds, and some sources said 
that this seems llke a lot of construction to 
handle the two Soviet &ubs known to be 
at the Cienfuegos base. 

One of these vessels, they said, is an over-

There being no objection, the remarks 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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THE LONG ROAD TO PEACE AND UNITY 

Plea.se e.ccept our a.pprecia.tion for the 
hospitality and understa.nding with which I 
have been received at Campobello. It is a 
privilege to participate in this Second 
Armand Hammer International Conference. 

I agree with the theme selected by the 
Foundation for the International Institute 
of Human Rights. "Peace a.nd Hum:&n 
Rights-Human Rights and Peace" is not 
the cryptic title favored by headline writers, 
but it -accurately describes our conviction 
tha.t the right to peace is one of the funda
mental human rights. It affirms your Oslo 
decla.ra.tion that fundamental human rights 
and peace are indivisible. 

You have not given up on humanity. You 
expect the future to be good. Being prac
tical you know that the future we envision 
wm not just happen, but musit be made to 
happen. By our presence here, each of us 
has declared a responsibUity in the ma.king 
of that future the.t goes beyond our pro
fession or our political ideology. 

It was in this restful setting that Presi
dent Franklin D. Roosevelt found personal 
peace. Here also our natioanl leader sought 
that strength to summon all people in a. 
crusade for world peace. In the autumn of 
1939, in a famous fireside chat, he warned, 
and I quote: 

"When peace has been broken anywhere, 
the peace of all countries is in danger." 

Never in all history has humanity had so 
compelUng an opportunity to exercise a 
choice in what its future should be. And 
never before has it been confronted with a 
choice between such drastic extremes. Scien
tific knowledge and the ab111ty to apply that 
knowledge in positive ways have been in
creased at an ever faster rate, particularly 
over the past half-century. It is difficult for 
the mind to grasp the enormous develop
ment that has taken place. 

The critical question of our time is will 
humanity use this expanding knowledge, 
and the ab111ty to apply it, as a tool or as a 
weapon. wm these things result in a better, 
more livable world, or in the suicide of civ111-
zation? I am convinced that the answer to 
this question is being formulated by those 
of us who live today-and that no individual 
can escape a personal responsib111ty for his 
contribution to that answer. 

It is this generation of industry and gov
ernment officials, of thinkers and philoso
phers, of opinion-makers and thought-lead
ers, who must make the crucial decisions 
which lead to what the late Walter Lippman 
called the "Unity of Mankind." 

We know, of course, that the idea of a uni
versal society at peace is an ancient one 
among civilized men and women. In fact, we 
may define a civilized man as one who is 
converted to the belief that there are uni
versal standards of law, of right, and of jus
tice--which all men, and women, when they 
are rational, are bound to acknowledge. 

For some 25 centuries it has been regarded 
as heresay against civ111zation to believe that 
a political frontier is a moral boundary, and 
that right and wrong are different on one 
side of it than on the other. And that sov
ereignty of government is absolute and that 
governments are bound by no common ob
ligations superior to their own will. 

We know that throughout history nations 
and their rulers have acted as if their own 
will were the whole of the law. Humanity 
has always been separated into many states 
and tribes, frequency at war with one 
another. Yet civilized men have never ceased 
to feel that patriotism ls not enough, unless 
it is founded on universal principles, and 
pursues ends that can be made universally 
acceptable to rational men. 

Great alliances of the past have always 
been founded primarily on m111tary conquest, 
on geographical and economic divisions en-

forced by mighty armies and ethnic popula
tions. 

Alfred Lord Tennyson in 1842 wrote these 
prophetic words in Locksley Hall: 

"Till the war drum throbbed no longer, 
And the battle fie.gs were furled 
In the Parliament of man, 
The Federation of the world." 

Yet, in the middle of this century-within 
the space of a few months coincident with 
the atomic destruction of Hiroshilna.-our 
generation created the United Nations and 
issued the Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights. For the first time, a world organiza
tion and a humane ideology were established 
on the basis of political unity and a comity 
of ideals. 

Ten years ago, another major moment of 
world awareness occurred that has served 
to bring peoples of this planet together. 
It was on July 19, 1969, when television 
flashed around the world the first portrait of 
our Earth-<lescribed as a big, blue marble 
nestled in the black void of space. I believe 
that this spectacular view of our beautiful, 
yet fragile Earth is the genesis of many of 
our recent international compacts on en
vironment, trade, agriculture and human 
exchange. 

Over the years I have served in Congress, 
as a Representative and as a Senator, I have 
been sponsor and cosponsor of legislation to 
create a U.S. Department of Peace, and a 
Secretary of Peace at the cabinet level in the 
Executive branch. 

During the 79th Congress in 1945, while 
a member of the House of Representatives, 
I introduced House Resolution 3628, to 
create a Department of Peace, and I testi
fied before the U.S. House Committee on 
Foreign Affairs on behalf of the bill. I said 
then that if America does not take the 
leadership in keeping peoples of the earth 
together in peace, "utter chaos is certain to 
result." 

In recent years, I have supported the es
tablishment of a National Academy of 
Peace. During the almost 35 years I have 
served, I have been grateful that similar 
legislation has been introduced by other 
members of Congress. Prior to 1977, there 
was a total of 140 bills introduced to cree.te a 
Peace Academy or an executive department 
of peace. Despite many days of hearings and 
thousands of words of testimony by world au
thorities on mediation and confiict reso
lution, debates and conferences with educa
tors and "humanitarians, the Congress took 
no final action on our legislation to create 
a National Academy of Peace. 

The breakthrough came on June 17, 1977, 
when the Senate agreed on s. 469-which 
I introduced with Senator Mark Hatfield of 
Oregon-to a compromise establlshing a 
nine-member co~ssion to study pro
posals for establlshing a national academy 
for peace and confiict resolution. The ob
jective of such an entity of our government 
would be primarily educational, to provide 
training and research in non-violent tech
niques for achieving just and peaceful rela
tions within domestic communities and 
among nations. Students throughout the 
world would be invited to participate. 

The study commission was authorized 
under Public Law 95-561 and authorized to 
spend $500,000 in its year-long search .for 
concrete proposals to bring back to the 
Congress. Late la.st month, the funds were 
appropriated in House-Senate conference 
to become available after October 1. The 
House ha.s selected its three representa
tivea: Rep. Dan Glickman, Rep. John Ash
jbrook and Dr. William Lincoln. Senator 
Warren Magnuson, president pro-tem of the 
Senate, ha.s named Senator Spark Matsun
aga, former Rep. John Dellenback and Mr. 
John P. Dunfey to the commission. Presi
dent Carter has not yet named his three. 

As a citizen of the United States, I am 
understandably proud of our leadership role 
in science and technology. I am aware, too, 
that we have been a leader in the world in 
the development of the most destructive 
weapons. It is my hope that as Americans 
we can lead the world in creating a school 
for peace, for finding a basis of understand
ing among all countries. 

Basically, our mission for peace is to dis
courage belligerents and to prevent them, 
and when necessary to oppose them, if they 
try to impose their system of government 
and their way of life on the whole world. 

Wendell Willkie on his return from an 
around-the-world trip in 1940, on a mission 
for President Roosevelt, was to write in his 
book, ONE WORLD, these words: 

"Winning the war is not enough . . . To 
win the peace, three things seem to be neces
sary: first, we must plan for peace on a 
global basis; second, the world must be free, 
economically and politically, for nations and 
for men that peace may exist in it; third, 
America must play an active, constructive 
part in freeing it and in keeping its peace." 

Someday. perhaps, the entire world and 
all its people will come together in one 
global civ111zation. But if that happens, it 
will not be because someone of the many 
social systems now preva1Ung has been ac
cepted by, or has been imposed on, human
kind everywhere. 

A global civ111zation would recognize as 
universal certain of the elementary prin
ciples of human justice and human rights 
of man and human responsib111ties. But it 
might not resemble in its structure, or in 
its methods, or even in its dally working 
procedures, social orders that are now in 
existence. 

In this generation, and in the next, and 
for as long a time forward, the world will 
not be one world under any single ideology. 
It will not be one communist world. It will 
not be one capitalist world, or one socialat 
world. And, it will not be one totalltarian 
world or one democratic world. It WILL BE 
one world that contains parts of these sys
tems. 

If it is to be a world that ls substantially 
at peace, it must be a world which is united 
but not uniform. It must be a world of di
versity in which the differences are recog
nized and are a.ccepted and understood. We 
are not gods. We are only men and women. 
And therefore, we cannot make one world 
in our own image. 

Our struggle for peace and human dignity 
has traveled a long road. But we have seen. 
in recent months, that centuries-old cou
fiicts can be substantially ameliorated by 
the rational and understanding people of 
good will, and the Holy Spirit. 

Those who seek universal peace and hu
man rights hold in their hands the hope 
of the world, the fate of civ111zation; and the 
shame and disgrace will be ours if in our 
eyes the light of high resolve is dimmed, 1f 
we trail in the dust the golden hopes of 
humanity. 

In his speech at the Israeli Knesset, on 
November 20, 1977, President Sadat of Egypt 
held aloft those golden hopes with these 
words: 

"Introduce to the entire world the image 
of the new man in this era so that he might 
set an example of the man of our age, the 
man of peace everywhere. Ring the bells for 
your sons. Tell them that we are upon a new 
beginning, a. new life, a life of love, pros
perity, freedom and peace. 

"Amidst the ruins of what man has built, 
among the remains of the victims of man
kind, there emerges neither victor or van
quished~ The vanquished remains always a 
man-God's most sublime creation ... " 

And he added: 
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"When the bells of peace ring, there wm 

be no hands to beat the drums of war." 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages from the President of the 

United States were communicated to the 
Senate by Mr. Chirdon, one of his sec
retaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED 
As in executive session, the Presiding 

Officer laid before the Senate a message 
from the President of the United States 
submitting the nomination of Donald R. 
Toussaint, of Virginia, to be Ambassador 
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of 
the United States to the Democratic So
cialist Republic of Sri Lanka, and to 
serve concurrently without additional 
compensation as Ambassador Extraor
dinary and Plenipotentiary of the United 
States to the Republic of Maldives; 
which was referred to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

REPORT ON ADMINISTRATION OF 
THE NATIONAL ' SICKLE CELL 
ANEMIA, COOLEY'S ANEMIA, TAY
SACHS, AND GENETIC DISEASES-
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESI
DENT-PM 132 
The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be

fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United States, 
together with an accompanying report, 
which was referred to the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
In accordance with Section 1106 of the 

Public Health Service Act, I am trans
mitting to Congress the Third Annual 
Report for 1978 on the Administration 
of the National Sickle Cell Anemia, Coo
ley's Anemia, Tay-Sachs, and Genetic 
Disease Act. 

This report has been prepared by the 
Health Services Administration and sub
mitted to me as required by law. The 
Report describes further progress made 
towards implementation of a Genetic 
Services Program. 

Prompt and effective U.S. assistance is 
vital. 

-Nicaragua's economy has been 
crushed by bitter and prolonged 
strife. We have been asked to help, 
and we are doing so. But more is 
needed to restore public confidence, 
private initiatives, and popular 
well-being. 

-The Governments in El Salvador and 
Honduras have pledged democracy 
and moderation. These and other 
Central American countries are em
barked on accelerated development 
efforts of direct benefit to the poor. 
Assistance in these efforts is essential 
in creating the conditions under 
which democratic institutions can 
grow and thrive. 

-The countries of the Eastern Carib
bean are young and struggling de
mocraries. They need help now for 
nation-building and for economic 
development. 

I am therefore today proposing action 
to expand our support for development 
and security in Central America and the 
Caribbean. This will augment our exist
ing development and security assistance 
programs in these regions, which in turn 
complement the contributions of several 
other governments and international 
q.gencies. 

I have directed that, subject to nor
mal congressional :notification proce
dures, funds be reprogrammed for use in 
Central America and the Caribbean. 
These include: 

-$5 million from the fiscal year 1980 
Economic Support Funds for devel
opment projects in Central American 
countries other than Nicaragua. 

-$10 million from fiscal year 1979 and 
fiscal year 1980 development assist
ance funds for public works and high 
employment impact projects in the 
Caribbean. These projects are an im
portant part of our fiscal year 1979-
80 contributions of $66.9 million 
budgeted for the Caribbean Develop
ment Group, chaired by the World 
Bank. 

We are also reprogramming Food for 
Peace funds to increase food assistance 
in the area, especially in Nicaragua. We 

JIMMY CARTER. will also likely be reprogramming $5 to 
THE WHITE HOUSE, November 9, 1979. $10 million in Foreign Military Sales 

SPECIAL CENTRAL AMERICAN AND 
CARIBBEAN SECURITY ASSIST
ANCE ACT OF 1979-MESSAGE 
FROM THE PRESIDENT- PM 133 

credits and International Military Edu
cation and Training funds for the Carib
bean, and similar amounts for such pro
grams in Central America. We are still 
working out the final details of these 
proposed reprogrammings and will fully 
inform the appropriate congressional 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before committees of our proposed actions. 
the Senate the following message from Reprogramming, however, is not 
the President of the United States, to- enough. The enclosed bill would provide 
gether with accompanying papers, which $80 million in flexible Economic Support 
~as refer~ed t~ the Committee on For- funding, $75 million to assist in the re-
e'ign Relations . construction of the Nicaraguan economy 
To the Congress of the United States: and $5 m~llion.for early-impact deve~op-

Many of our neighbors in central · ment ~roJects mother Central Amencan 
America and the Caribbean are in countries. 
crisis-crisis marked by economic prob- I strongly urge rapid congressional . 
lems, terrorism, and popular frustration. action on this bill. 
The resolution of these problems in ways Such action will demonstrate that the 
that will preserve the independence and United States can be relied upon to sup
security of these countries, while expand- port democratic aspirations, the rebuild
ing democracy and supporting human ing of broken economies, and the security 
rights, is very much in the national inter- of our friends in this nearby region. Our 
est of the United States. additional funds for Central Am~rican 

development should substantially aug
ment existing programs. Furthermore, we 
hope that other nations and international 
institutions will increase their efforts to 
accelerate the social and economic devel
opment of Central America. 

With your help we can make clear 
where we stand. 

JIMMY CARTER. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, November 9, 1979. 

PRESIDENTIAL APPROVALS 
A message from the President of the 

United States reported that on Novem
ber 8, 1979, he had approved and signed 
the following joint resolution: 

S.J. Res. 117. Joint resolution to provide 
for a temporary extension of certain Federal 
Housing Administration authorities, and for 
other purposes. 

A message from the President of the 
United States reported that on today, 
November 9, 1979, he had approved and 
signed the following act: 

s. 428. An act to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 1980 for procurement of air
craft, missiles, naval vessels, tracked combat 
vehicles, torpedoes, and other weapons and 
for research, development, test, and evalua
tion for the Armed Forces, to prescribe the 
authorized personnel strength for each active 
duty component and the Selected Reserve 
of each Reserve component of the Armed 
Forces and for civ111an personnel of the De
partment of Defense, to authorize the mili
tary training student loads, to authorize ap
propriations for fiscal year 1980 for civil de
fense , and for other purposes. 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 11 :32 a.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives delivered by 
Mr. Gregory, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House agrees to the 
amendment of the Senate to the amend
ment of the House to the bill <S. 1160) 
to authorize appropriations for the Fed
eral Fire Prevention and Control Act of 
1974, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
House recedes from its amendments to 
the bill (S. 1728) to designate the U.S. 
Federal Courthouse Building located at 
655 East Durango, San Antonio, Tex., as 
the "John H. Wood, Jr., Federal Court
house." 

The message further announced that 
the House failed to agree to House Reso
lution 428, to disapprove reorganization 
plan No. 3 transmitted by the President 
on September 25, 1979. 

The message also announced that, 
pursuant to the provisions of House 
Resolution 478, the bill <S. 1871> to ex
tend the existing antitrust exemption for 
oil companies that participate in the 
agreement on an international energy 
program, together with all accompany
ing papers, is hereby returned to the 
Senate. 

The message further announced that 
the House agrees to the amendment of 
the Senate to the bill (H.R. 4955) to au
thorize additional appropriations for 
migration and refugee assistance for the 
fiscal years 1980 and 1981 and to au
thorize humanitarian assistance for the 
victims of the famine in Cambodia, with 
an amendment in which its requests the 
concurrence of the Senate. 
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The message also announced that the 
House agrees to the report of the com
mittee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend
ment of the House to the bill (S. 1037) to 
establish an actuarially sound basis for 
financing retirement benefits for police 
officers, firefighters, teachers, and judges 
of the District of Columbia and to make 
certain changes in such benefits. 

The message further announced that 
the House has passed the following bills 
and joint resolution, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 3398. An act to amend the Food and 
Agriculture Act of 1977 relating to increases 
in the target prices for the 1979 crop of 
wheat, corn, and other commodities under 
certain circumstances, and for other pur
poses; 

H.R . 4167. An act to amend section 201 of 
the Agricultural Act of 1949, as a.mended, to 
extend until September 30, 1981, the require
ment that the price of milk be supported at 
not less than 80 per centum of the parity 
price thereof; 

H.R. 5651. An a.ct to establish by law the 
position of Chief of the Capitol Police, and 
for other purposes; 

H.J . Res. 68. Joint resolution to author
ize the President to issue a proclamation 
designating the week beginning on November 
18, 1979, as "National Family Week". 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

At 3: 36 p.m., a message from the House 
of Representatives delivered by Mr. 
Gregory, announced that the Speaker 
has signed the following enrolled bill: 

S. 1160. An act to authorize appropriations 
for the Federal Fire Prevention and Control 
Act of 1974, and for other purposes. 

The enrolled bill was subsequently 
signed by the President pro tempore <Mr. 
MAGNUSON). 

The message also announced that the 
House has passed the following bill, in 
which it requests the concurrence of the 
Senate: 

H.R. 4904. An act to amend the Social Secu
rity Act to reform the program of a.id to 
familles with dependent children, to make 
improvements in the standards for eligibllity 
and benefits in the program of supplemental 
security income, and to provide for the im
proved administration of both programs, to 
make related amendments to the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954, and for other pur
poses. 

At 4: 50 p.m., a message from the House 
of Representatives delivered by Mr. 
Gregory, announced that the House 
agrees to the report of the committee of 
conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendments of 
the Senate to the bill <H.R. 4930) making 
appropriations for the Department of 
the Interior and related agencies for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1980, 
and for other purposes; that the House 
recedes from its disagreement to the 
amendments of the Senate numbered 
15, 25, 31, 34, 47, 54, 73, 82, 87, 89, 90, 
110, and 111 to the bill, and concurs 
therein; and that the House recedes from 
its disagreement to the amendments of 
the Senate numbered 1, 3, 17, 24, 30, 
37, 38, 40, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 56, 58, 
59, 67, 74, 91, 94, 107, 108, and 109 to 
the bill, and concurs therein each with 
an amendment in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
House agrees to the amendment of the 
Senate to the bill <H.R. 4986) to amend 
the Federal Reserve Act to authorize the 
automatic · transfer of funds, to author- · 
ize negotiable order-of-withdrawal ac
counts at depository institutions, to au
thorize federally chartered savings and 
loan associations ~o ~stablish remove 
service units. and to authorize federally 
insured credit unions to maintain share 
draft accounts, and for other purposes, 
with an amendment; that the House 
insists upon its amendment to the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill, 
requests a conference with the Senate 
on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses thereon; and that Mr. REUSS, 
Mr. ST GERMAIN, Mr. ANNUNZIO, Mr. 
BARNARD, Mr. STANTON, and Mr. WYLIE 
were appointed as managers of the con
ference on the part of the House. 

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED 
The following bills were read twice by 

their titles and referred as indicated: 
H.R. 3398. An act to amend the Food and 

Agriculture Act of 1977 relating to increases 
in the target prices for the 1979 crop of 
wheat, corn, and other commodities under 
certain circumstances, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu
trition, and Forestry. 

H .R. 4904. An act to amend the Social 
Security Act to reform the program of a.id to 
families with dependent children, to make 
improvements in the standards for eligibility 
and benefits in the program of supplemental 
security income, and to provide for the im
proved administration of both programs, to 
make related amendments to the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Finance. 

H.R. 5651. An act to establish by law the 
position of Chief of the Capitol Police, and 
for other purposes; .to the Commit.tee on 
Rules and Administration. 

HOUSE BILL PLACED ON 
THE CALENDAR 

The following bill was read twice by 
its title and placed on the Calendar: 

H.R. 4167. An act to amend section 201 of 
the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, 
to extend until September 30, 1981, the re
quirement that the price of milk be sup
ported at not less than 80 per centum of 
the parity price thereof. • · 

ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED 
The Secretary of the Senate reported 

that on today, November 9, 1979, he pre
sented to the President of the United 
States the following enrolled bill: 

S. 1160. An act to authorize appropriations 
for the Federal Fire Prevention and Control 
Act of 1974, and for other purposes. 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with ac
companying papers, reports, and docu
ments, which were referred as indicated: 

EC-2455. A communication from the Comp
troller General of the United States, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a report entitled 
"!mpediments to Reducing the Costs of 

Weapon Systems," November 8, 1979; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

EC-2456. A communication from the Comp
troller General of the United States, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a report entitled 
"How to Burn Coal Efficiently and Economi
cally, and Meet Air Pollution Requirements
The Fluidized-Bed Combustion Process," 
November 8, 1979; to the Committee on En- · 
ergy and Natural Resources. 

EC-2457. A communication from the comp
troller General of the United States, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a report entitl~d 
"Contracting for Computer Software De
velopment--Eerious Problems Require Man
agement Attention to Avoid Wasting Addi
tional Millions," November 9, 1979; to the 
Committee on .Governmental Affairs. 

EC-2458. A communication from ' the Ad
ministrator, Small Business Administration, 
transmitting, ·pursuant to law, the 1978 an
nual report on the activities and accom
plishments of the Small Business Adminis
tration; to -the Select Committee on Small 
Business. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 
The following petitions and memorials · 

were laid before the Senate and were 
referred or ordered to lie on the table as 
indicated: 

POM-488. A resolution adopted by the Na
tional Association of Civ111an Conservation 
Corps Alumni, relating to the historic Civil
ian Conservation Corps; referred to the 
Committee on Labor and Human Resources. 

POM-489. A resolution adopted by the Na
tional Association of Civ111an Conservation 
Corps Alumni, proposing that the last day in 
the calendar year be known as "National 
Civilian Conservation Day"; referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

POM-490. A resolution adopted by the Na
tional Association of Civil Conservation 
Corps Alumni, commending Senator Henry 
M. Jackson, Chairman of the Committee on 
Energy and National Resources; ordered to 
lie on the table. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
DOMESTIC VOLUNTEER SERVICE ACT AMEND

MENTS OF 1979-CONFERENCE REPORT 

Mr. CRANSTON, from the committee of 
conference, submitted a report on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the House to the bill (S. 
239) to authorize appropriations for pro
grams under the Domestic Volunteer Service 
Act of 1973, to amend such Act to facilitate 
the improvement of programs carried out 
thereunder, and for other purposes (Rept. 
No. 96-412) . 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first and 
second time by unanimous consent, and 
ref erred as indicated: 

By Mr. PELL: 
s. 1994. A b111 for the relief of WUliam J. 

Games; to the Committee on Finance. 
By Mr. ROTH: 

S. 1995. A bill to provide for the establish
ment of a national cemetery on the Del
marva. Peninsula; to the Committee on Vet
erans' Affairs. 

By Mr. MELCHER: 
S. 1996. A bill to authorize the recovery 

of wood residues in the national forests for 
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use as fuel, for conversion to use as petro
chemical substitutes or wood products, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

By Mr. HART: 
s. 1997. A bill to expand the White River 

National Forest in Colorado; to the Commit
tee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. CRANSTON: 
s. 1998. A bill to provide for the United 

States to hold in trust for the Tule River 
Indian Tribe certain public domain lands 
formerly removed from the Tule River In
dian Reservation; to the Select Committee 
on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. EAGLETON: 
s. 1999. A bill to allow the Interest Rate 

Modification Act of 1979, passed by the Coun
cil of the District of Columbia, to take effect 
immediately to the Committee on Govern
mental Affairs. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. ROTH: 
S. 1995. A bill to provide for the estab

lishment of a national cemetery on the 
Delmarva Peninsula; to the Committee 
on Veterans' Affairs. 
• Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, on Monday 
our Nation will pay tribute to the deserv
ing men and women who have served in 
our Armed Forces by celebrating Vet
erans Day. With this day of recognition 
approaching, I believe it is most fitting 
and I am pleased to be introducing legis
lation to provide for the establishment of 
a national cemetery on the Delmarva 
Peninsula. My distinguished colleague 
from Delaware, Senator BIDEN, and the 
distinguished Senator from Virginia, 
Senator WARNER, join me in this en
deavor. 

I am aware there are over 79,000 vet
erans in Delaware and thousands more 
on the Eastern Shore of Maryland and 
Virginia. Mr. President, these veterans 
have served the United States with honor 
when duty called. They deserve to be 
buried in a national cemetery, close to 
where their loved ones and friends live. 
The families and friends who survive 
these patriotic veterans should not have 
to travel long distances to the gravesites. 
Yet there is no national cemetery in the 
State of Delaware, and the ones in the 
adjoining States of Maryland, Pennsyl
vania, or New Jersey are closed. The 
closest one is Arlington National Cem
etery in Virginia. However, Arlington is· 
already overcrowded, and most veterans 
cannot be buried there. This is all the 
more reason a centrally located cemetery 
should be established on the Delmarva 
Peninsula. 

A fitting answer to the lack of a na
tional cemetery in Delaware and to the 
lack of burial space in the cemeteries in 
Virginia, Maryland, Pennsylvania, and 
New Jersey is to establish a national 
cemetery on the Delmarva Peninsula. 
This would make it possible for veterans 
from all five States to be buried close to 
their homes. 

I feel it is most fitting to recognize the 
outstanding service of veterans of Del
aware, Virginia, and Maryland by intro
ducing this bill establishing a national 
cemetery on the Delmarva Peninsula. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 1995 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
Administrator of Veterans' Affairs is au
thorized and directed to ( 1) establish a na
tional cemetery on the Delmarva Peninsula, 
(2) acquire by donation, purchase, con
demnation, or otherwise, such lands in the 
State of Delaware, Maryland, or Virginia, as 
may be required for the establishment of 
such cemetery. In . determining the location 
of such cemetery, the Administrator of Vet
erans' Affairs shall take into consideration 
such factors as the Administrator determines 
will best serve the needs of veterans and their 
families in the State of Delaware, Maryland, 
an1 Virginia and adjacent States. 

SEC. 2. The national cemetery established 
under authority of this Act shall become part 
of the National Cemetery System and shall 
be administered in accordance with the pro
visions of chapter 24 of the title 38, Unfte::l 
States Code. 

SEC. 3. There are authorized to be appro
priated such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out the provisions of this Act.e 

By Mr. MELCHER: 
S. 1996. A bill to authorize the recov

ery of wood residues in the national for
ests for use as fuel, for conversion to use 
as petrochemical substitutes or wood 
products, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

FOREST SERVICE RECOVERY 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, I have 
introduced a bill, S. 1966, which is in
tended to see if, through certain incen
tives, purchasers of public timber can te 
convinced that it is economical at times 
to go back after a timber sale and col
lect the slash remaining on the ground 
and deliver it to collection points for en
ergy purposes. 

At present, slash is collected at the 
point of a timber harvest and it is 
burned. It could be argued that this is 
just as wasteful as the burning of stack 
gases in the oil refineries of certain na
tions. 

While the Forest Service, the Tennes
see Valley Authority, and millions of 
homeowners see significant opportunities 
for the use of wood for energy, until 
waste wood is concentrated at central 
collection points so that it can be mar
keted in an orderly way, potential custo
mers will not be able to rely on a steady 
source of supply. 

In the West there are millions of acres 
of dead and dying trees now standing on 
land that should be reforested. The For
est Service is trying very hard to market 
this dead timber but there are limits to 
how much of it the marketplace can take 
for lumber and chips. 

However, if we were to begin to look at 
this dead timber as a potential energy 
source, harvesting and subsequent refor
estation should and could proceed far 
more rapidly. 

Under this amendment, timber pur
chasers would be provided with financial 
incentives to bring out the slash that is 
now wasted, and bring it to central col
lection points where it could be sorted 
and marketed. Receipts from these sales 
would revert to the Treasury. 

In the National Forest Management 
Act of 1976, the Congress made provision 
for the Forest Service to sell slash under 
certain circumstances to paper compa
nies and other kinds of firms that could 
use this material. That program has been 
successful. 

Since the collection of waste wood for 
energy is somewhat farther afield from 
the normal operations of timber pur
chasers, it was felt that a small program 
of direct incentives funded directly for 
5 years would allow us to determine 
whether wood collection and marketing 
centers would be effective. The measure 
I have introduced provides that the resi
due removal incentives shall be treated 
as "moneys received" so there will be no 
diminution of local government shares in 
forest revenues. 

The value of this program would be 
greater than simply providing waste 
wood for energy. It would assist in fire 
prevention and wildlife habitat improve
ment; assist in timber stand improve
ment; and improve the esthetic quali
ties of harvested areas; and reforestation 
could become a reality more expedi
tiously. 

The authorization for this program 
would be $50 million a year for 5 years, 
beginning in fiscal 1981, assuring that 
the benefits . of the program will be as
sessed before its extension beyond that 
period. 

Because of its energy potentialities, I 
expect to hold hearings and ask the 
Environment, Conservation and Forestry 
Subcommittee of the Agriculture Com
mittee to act on this measure promptly. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

s. 1996 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United S.tates of 
America in Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. (a) In order to promote full use 
of National Forest System wood and wood 
residues, the Secretary of Agriculture is au
thorized to establish a program using "resi
due removal incentives" to pay timber pur
chasers for their costs in the removal and 
processing of wood residues from timber 
sales areas, to points of prospective use as 
fuel, or conversion to use as industrial hydro
carbons, alco}\ol, petrochemical substitutes, 
or wood products. The term wood residues 
includes, but.is not limited to, logging slash, 
down timber material, and standing live, 
or dead trees which do not meet utilization 
standards because of size, species, merchant
able volume, or economic selection · criteria. 
Residues should be collected from a site so 
as to avoid soil depletion or erosion; and 
further, full consideration should be given 
to the protection of wildlife habitat with 
respect to the removal of standing live 
or dead trees. Point of use is to be deter
mined in accordance with appropriate tim
ber appraisal and sale procedures and may 
include, but not be limited to, industrial 
or commercial enterprises, or commercial, 
or government-owned wood concentration 
and distribution centers. The form and 
method of removal and processing is to be 
prescribed by the Secretary in accordance 
with appropriate appraisal and sale proce
dures. The Secretary in making sales shall 
place a reasonable value on residue and is 
authorized to require the purchasers at Na
tional Forest timber sales to process and 
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remove wood residues to points of prospec
t! ve use. However, except in cases of wood 
residue removal for fire prevention, site prep
aration for regeneration, wildlife ha.bita.t im
provement, or other land management pur
poses, the Secretary ma.y not make such re
quirements in instances where it would be 
more expensive to remove wood residue than 
the value such residue would provide a.s 
fuel or other merchantable wood products. 
The a.mount of the wood residue handled 
under the "residue removal incentive" au
thorized by this section shall be limited to 
that portion of the estimated cost of this 
work covered by the value of the timber 
in excess of other designated charges. The 
residue removal incentive is to be applied 
a.s a. credit against the a.mount pa.ya.ble for 
timber. Except for that volume of wood 
designated for free use disposal , wood resi
dues will be sold for not less than the ap
praised value when a. market for such ma
terial exists. The residue removal incentives 
a.nd revenues from the sale of such residues 
shall be considered a.s "moneys received", 
within the meaning of the sixth para.graph 
under the heading "FOREST SERVICE" in the 
Act of May 23, 1908, as a.mended, section 13 
of the Act of March l, 1911, a.s a.mended 
(35 Stat. 260, 36 Stat. 963, as amended; 16 
u.s.c. 500). 

(b) In addition to the moneys provided 
under subsection (a) , there is hereby au
thorized to be appropriated annually such 
sums not in excess of $50,000,000, beginning 
October l, 1981, and each fiscal year there
after until the fiscal year ending September 
30, 1986, a.s Congress determines necessary 
for the purposes of this section. Moneys ap
propriated under this subsection are to be 
available until expended to cover the cost to 
the United States for removal of wood resi
dues from National Forest System lands to 
points of use for energy or wood products. 
Receipts from the sale of National Forest 
System wood residues shall be returned to 
the United States Treasury. Activities which 
ma.y l:e carried out under this subsection in
clude, but a.re not limited to, removal of 
wood residues from ( 1) active timber sales 
where the timber value is insufficient to pro
\ ide residue removal incentives for the re
moval of all appropriate residues , (2) closed 
and active timber sales where no residue 
removal credit was established, (3) reforesta
tion a.nd timber stand improvement a.rea.s, 
( 4 \ fire control clearings, ( 5) areas of fire 
prevention cleanup of accumulated wood 
re3idues, a.nd (6) other accumulations of 
wood residues. In addition, funds appropri
ated under this subsection ma.y be used for 
( 1) operation of National Forest System 
wood residue demonstration a.rea.s, (2) es
tablishment of fuel wood concentration a.nd 
distribution centers, a.nd (3) construction of 
a.~cess roads needed to fa.c111ta.te wood resi
due removal. The Secretary is authorized to 
cooperate with the State, county and other 
governmental entities by making payments 
to such entities which cooperate in the op
eration of those activities listed in subsec
tion (b). 

(c) The Secretary is authorized to make 
available wood a.nd its wastes a.nd residues 
from the National Forest System for use in 
research, field tests, and demonstrations (au
thorized under sections 2041 a.nd 2052 of 
this title) . 

(d) The Secretary is authorized to pro
mulgate such regulations as he deems neces
sary to carry out the provisions of this sec-
tion. 

By Mr. HART: 
S. 1997. A bill to expand the White 

River National Forest in Colorado; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources. 

WHITE RIVER NATIONAL FOREST EXPANSION 

• Mr. HART. Mr. President, I am intro
ducing today a bill to expand the White 
River National Forest in Colorado to in
clude two areas of about 69,000 acres. 

The bill would add to the national 
forest 2,416 acres in Pitkin County and 
66,665 acres in Eagle County. These 
lands are a mixture of public lands 
managed by the Bureau of Land Man
agement, private lands, and Forest 
Service lands. The major effect of this 
addition would be to transfer 19,181 
acres of BLM land to the Forest Service. -
This bill would not acquire any private 
lands. The bill will have no effect on 
private lands, except neighboring lands 
would be managed by the Forest Serv
ice and not by the BLM. 

In the 95th Congress, former Senator 
Floyd Haskell introduced a bill, S. 2101, 
to expand the White River National 
Forest. This bill would have added to 
the national forest the same Pitkin 
County addition included in the bill I 
am introducing today. After the Senate 
unanimously passed the bill, the House 
amended it to include an area similar 
to the Eagle County addition in the bill 
I am introducing today. Due to the lack 
of time, the Senate was unable to con
sider the House's amended version of 
s. 2101. 

Early this year, Representative JAMES 
P. JOHNSON of Colorado reintroduced the 
bill, in the form approved by the House 
last year. The House Interior Commit
tee recently approved the bill, after mak
ing a minor change in the Eagle County 
addition. The bill I am introducing today 
is the same as that approved by the 
Interior Committee. 

The Pitkin County addition in the bill 
would extend the southern boundary of 
the national forest to include approxi
mately ·2,416 acres north and east of 
Aspen, Colo. Of this amount, 367 acres 
are already managed by t:Jhe Forest Serv
ice, 1,260 acres are BLM lands, and 789 
acres are private lands owned by the 
Nature Conservatory who will hold it 
until. t!'le Forest Service can acquire it. 
The Senate has already once approved 
this expansion, which is identical to that 
included in last year's Senate bill. 

My bill would also extend the northern 
boundary of the national forest to in
clude 66,665 acres located north and 
west of Minturn, Colo. Of this land, ap
proximately 17,921 acres are public lands 
administered by the Bureau of Land 
Management, 47,644 acres are private, 
and 2,100 are managed by the Forest 
Service. This addition includes the 
beautifUl · Meadow Mountain Ranch 
which the Forest Service acquired this 
year for $5.5 million under the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund. 

The people of these areas originally 
proposed these expansions of the na
tional forest. The Eagle County expan
sion, the larger of the two, was suggested 
by a. broad-based public committee 
working with the county government. 
The county board of commissioners and 
the town councils of Vail, Minturn, and 
Avon endorsed the expansion. 

My inquiries have convinced me of the 
soundness of these proposed expansions. 

They would transfer to the Forest 
Service public lanqs of national forest 
equality. The expansions also would pro
vide for a uniform administration by one 
Federal agency of currently intermingled 
BLM and Forest Service land. It would 
eliminate duplication of travel and man
agement services. It would facilitate pub
lic contact with the land managers, since 
users of the public lands would have to 
work with only one Federal agency; and 
it would reduce the costs for public land 
management. 

With the current ownership pattern, it 
is not uncommon for a grazing perniittee 
with a single problem to have to nego
tiate it with both a Forest Service offi
cial in Eagle and a BLM official in Glen
wood Springs--communities separated 
some 40 miles. Conversely, officials of 
two agencies must travel to the same 
area to carry on the same business at the 
same time--wasting time, effort, and 
money. 

This bill does not affect the validity 
or term of any existing withdrawal, 
right-of-way, mineral lease, or easement 
of license involving the lands within the 
proposed new forest boundary. The bill 
would continue existing BLM grazing 
permits for 1 year; the Forest Service 
would then issue new grazing permits 
upon request. 

In conclusion, this bill would consoli
date management functions, eliminating 
unnecessary duplication. It would allow 
the Forest Service to work more closely 
with State and local officials and the 
public to manage and protect these pub
lic lands.• 

By Mr. CRANSTON: 
S. 1998. A bill to provide for the United 

States to hold in trust for the Tule River 
Indian Tribe certain public domain lands 
formerly removed from the Tule River 
Indian Reservation; to the Select Com
mittee on Indian Affairs. 
e Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I am 
today introducing a bill to declare as a 
part of the Tule River Reservation in 
California lands which once were within 
the reservation boundaries. These lands 
were removed from the reservatiton un
der a complex series of Presidential and 
congressional actions, often in conflict 
with one another. My bill is identical 
with H.R. 4124, introduced by Repre
sentative WILLIAM M. THOMAS of Cali
fornia earlier this year. The history of 
this reservation is a 100-year long tale of 
administrative indecision, delay, and 
error in setting the reservation bound
aries. 

The Tule River Reservation was first 
created by Executive order of President 
Ulysses S. Grant in 1873. In October of 
the same yeair, President Grant doubled 
its size. Then, 4 years later. President 
Rutherford B. Hayes reduceu. the reser
vation to its origiinal size. 

Between 1888 and 1892, 1,440 acres of 
land belonging to the reservation were 
surveyed as outside its bordern. Most of 
this land was then sold by the Federal 
Government to the surveyors themselves 
and to their business associates. This 
group then resold the land at great profit 
to private timber interests. 
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In 1910, the error was uncovered, but 
no corrective action was immediately 
undertaken. 

In 1927, President Coolidge issued an 
Executive order to correct the erroneous . 
boundary survey. He placed the .land at 
issue within the reservation boundary. 
This action, however, did not remove 
from private ownership the land errone
ously patented following the 1884 survey. 

By this time, nearly all the acreage 
under discussion-with the exception of 
sparse stands of virgin redwood-had 
been clearcut. About 133 million board 
feet of timber had been removed. 

Despite President Coolidge's order, the 
non-Indian timbering interests con
tinued to strip most of the land of its re
maining trees. 

Faced with the inconsistency between 
the reservation boundary reestablished 
by President Coolidge's Executive order 
and the private ownership of land within 
that boundary by timbering interests as 
a consequence of the erroneous 1884 sur
vey, the Government had two ways to 
rectify the situation, as an Interior De
partment investigator pointed out at the 
time. 

The Government could either repur
chase f-Or the Indians the land it had 
erroneously patented, or it could recog
nize the erroneous boundary established 
by the 1884 survey, excluding the pri
vately owned land. 

Congress in 1928 passed legislation ex
cluding the privately owned lands pat
ented under the 1884 survey from the 
reservation. This action removed from 
the reservation as recognized by Presi
dent Coolidge about 1,300 of the 1,440 
acres within the disputed area. 

In 1934, the Interior Department in
vestigated the boundary dispute and con
cluded that the Indian land had been 
erroneously patented resulting in the loss 
of the trees to the Tule River Indians. 

Mr. President, 1,200 acres of the orig
inal 1,440 acres excluded from the res
ervation by the 1884 survey is now in 
the public domain. It is held by the U.S. 
Forest Service as part of the Sequoia 
National Forest. My bill would transfer 
into trust status for the benefit of the 
Indians of the Tule River Reservation 
those 1,200 acres. Three additional par
cels of land, totaling 240 acres, are also 
in the public domain, including 160 acres 
held by the Boy Scouts of America. My 
understanding is that the tribe does not 
seek any interest in these additional 240 
acres-which were obtained in good faith 
by their present owners. The status of 
this acreage would not be affected by my 
bill. 

Moreover, by resolution the tribe had 
indicated it has no desire to disturb any 
of the virgin redwood trees which re
main from all the timberage which was 
once theirs, and is now gone. 

The return of these 1,200 acres to the 
use and benefit of the people of the Tule 
River Reservation will restore to that 
reservation the only major resource it 
has ever had. Without its timberland, 
this reservation is extremely impover
ished. Less than 200 acres are suitable 
for agriculture. The rest is rough and 
rocky, but could be partly usable for 

grazing were extensive irrigation facil
ities installed. 

Time and the reforestation efforts of 
the Forest Service have restored harvest
able timber to the 1,200 acres. Using 
sustained yield principles, the people of 
this reservation can establish for the first 
time a viable, self-sustaining economic 
bq<>~ wh;ch will enable them not only 
to benefit from the timberland, but also 
to ma.Ke more productive the reservation 
which they now have. 

My legislation also makes provision 
for the maintenance of existing right-of
way, and for the Secretary of Agricul
ture to establish such right-of-way as 
he considers necessary to provide access 
to the Forest Service land east of the 
land which this bill will once again place 
within the reservation boundary. 

Mr. President, this bill will redress a 
long-standing injustice. I urge its early 
adoption. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of the bill be printed in the RECORD. 

'T'h<>r<> being PO obiection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 1998 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress ass.embled, That all 
right, title, and interest in lands owned by 
the United States and administered by the 
United States Forest Service, as described 
in section 2, which were removed from the 
Tule River Indian Reservation pursuant to 
the Act of May 17, 1928 (45 Stat. 600-601) 
are declared to be held in trust by the United 
States for the Tule River Indian Tribe and 
to be part of the Tule River Indian Reserva
tion. 

SEc. 2. The lands referred to in section 1 
are the following: 
MOUNT DIABLO MERIDIAN, CALIFORNIA TOWNSHIP 

21 SOUTH, RANGE 31 EAST 

Section 16: 
That portion lying south of the hydro

graphic divide between the South Fork of the 
Middle Fork of the Tule River and the 
South Fork of the Tule River and westerly 
of a northerly prolongation of the eastern 
boundary of the Tule River Indian Reserva
tion. 

Section 17: 
That portion lying south of the hydro

graphic divide between the South Fork of 
the Middle Fork of the Tule River and the 
South Fork of the Tule River. 

Section 18: 
That portion of the northeast quarter 

northeast quar~er lying south of the hydro
graphic divide between the South Fork of 
the Middle Fork ·of the Tule River and the 
South Fork of the Tule River. 

South half northeast quarter. 
Southeast quarter northwest quarter. 
East half southeast quarter. 
Section 20: 
North half north half. 
South half northeast quarter. 
Southeast quarter northwest quarter. 
Section 21: 
Northwest quarter northwest quarter. 
Section 28: 
Tract 48. 
SEC. 3. (a) Nothing in this Act shall de

prive any person of any valid existing right
of-'way, lease, permit, or other right or inter
est which such person may have in any of 
the lands described In section 2. 

(b) The transfer under the first section 
of this Act shall be sub!ect to such right
of-way through lands in section 16 as the 
Secretary of Agriculture considers necessary 
to provide access to United States Forest 

Service lands located east of section 16. Such 
right-of-way shall be located and used in 
such manner as the Secretary of Agriculture 
determines to be appropriate. 

SEc. 4. The Secretary of the Interior shall 
promptly cause to be published in the Fed
eral Register a description of the lands 
transferred pursuant to this Act and a de
scription of the boundaries of the Tule River 
Indian Reservation, as modified by the trans
fer made pursuant to this Act.e 

By Mr. EAGLETON: 
S. 1999. A bill to allow the Interest 

Rate Modification Act of 1979, passed by 
. the Council of the District of Columbia, 
to take effect immediately; to the Com
mittee on Governmental Affairs. 
e Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, this 
Tuesday, November 6, headlines across 
the front page of the Washington Post 
announced that the Federal National 
Mortgage Association <Fannie Mae) had 
cut off mortgage money in the District 
of Columbia. On Wednesday, November 
7, headlines announced that the Federal 
Home Loan Mortgage Corporation 
(Freddy Mac) had followed suit. By yes
terday, November 8, financing for home 
mortgage loans in the District of Co
lumbia had virtually come to a stop. 

Today, I am introducing legislation de
signed to remedy this serious situation. 
I would hope my colleagues would lend 
their support for speedy approval of this 
measure. 

By way of necessary background: 
Under the District of Columbia Self
Government and Governmental Reorga
nization Act, better known as the Home 
Rule Act, the District of Columbia can 
enact permanent legislation, which be
comes law only after a period of con
gressional review passes-30 legislative 
days-and both Houses have not passed 
a concurrent resolution of disapproval. 
However. the Home Rule Act pJso recog
nizes that in exceptional situations, the 
District government must be permitted 
to act rapidlv and have legislation take 
effect immediately with no congressional 
layover. Therefore, the law provides that 
two-thirds of the District Council can 
pass "emergency legislation" which takes 
effect without congressional review and 
stays in effect for 90 days. The Home 
Rule Act is silent on whether the emer
gency legislation may be renewed. The 
District government, however, has re
peatedly renewed emergency legislation, 
a practice which led indirectly to the 
current lending crisis. Fannie Mae and 
Freddy Mac indicate that before they re
enter the Washington market, they need 
permanent legislation raising the usury 
ceiling in the District to 15 Dercent. 

On Tuesday, the District City Council 
took action to do that, and my bill would 
make that law effective immediately by 
waiving the normal congressional review 
period required under the Home Rule 
Act. This waiver of the congressional 
review period is identical to the legisla
tion already introduced by Representa
tives DELLUMS, FAUNTROY, BARNES, and 
McKINNEY in the House and Senator 
MATHIAS in this body. 

However, my bill also seeks to remedy 
the indirect cause of the current crisis
justifiable uncertainty and confusion 
about-the scope of the District's authority 
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to pass "emergency" legislation. On 
October 19, 1979, a District of Columbia 
Superior Court judge struck down the re
peated renewal-10 times--0f emergency 
legislation on the subject of condomin
ium conversions, as exceeding the Dis
trict's proper authority under the emer
gency provision. In light of that decision, 
Fannie Mae and Freddy Mac feared that 
the legality of recent loan agreements 
in the city-loans made under a 15 per
cent usury ceiling passed twice as emer
gency legislation-would be challenged. 
Consequently they pulled out of the 
Washington market. 

My legislation would provide a badly 
needed amendment to the Home Rule 
Act to clarify the provision under which 
the District can pass emergency legisla
tion. 

The seriousness of the Fannie Mae and 
Freddy Mac action can be seen by the 
impact the two major lenders exert on 
the Washington market. Together they 
provide the single largest source of home 
mortgage money in the city, about 11 
percent. Both institutions operate in 
what is commonly called the "secondary 
market," meaning that Fannie Mae and 
Freddy Mac purchase from local savings 
and loan associations and mortgage 
banking firms loan agreements which the 
local firms make with individual bor
rowers. The money the local firms receive 
from these sales then provides the local 
firms with additional mortgage funds. 
During the first 9 months of this year, 
Fannie Mae purchased 370 conventional 
home mortgages in the District with a 
value of $18.4 million, while during the 
same period, Freddy Mac bought about 
$66 million worth of mortgages from the 
city's 16 savings and loan associations. 
The total was $84.4 million. 

However, when Fannie Mae and 
Freddy Mac refuse to purchase loans, as 
they now have, savings and loan associa
tions and mortgage banking firms, bY 
losing the major purchasers of their 
loans, must also ref use to extend home 
financing. As of this morning, every 
major savings and loan association and 
mortgage banker in the District had 
severely curtailed its lending activity. 

Obviously, the financial community 
and the real estate industry suffers im
mediately, but the most severe repercus
sion falls directly on the individual home
owner: The person who already pur
chased a home but now finds he cannot 
go to settlement; the person who just 
moved to Washington hoping to buy a 
home but who learns that financing has 
"dried up," and the person who took a 
job in Texas and must sell here to buy 
there. The seriousness of the situation 
cannot be overemphasized. 

With interest rates at record highs, the 
Nation as a whole already faces major 
disruptions in the normal flow of home 
construction, home renovation, home 
purchasing, and home sales. The District, 
faced with high interest rates plus the 
virtual end of the secondary mortgage 
market, faces complete paralysis of its 
real estate market. 

Surely, high interest rates are part of 
the painful medicine needed to counter 
inflation, and that burden must be 
shouldered by every citizen. But there is 

a major difference between a slowdown 
in the real estate market and a shutdown, 
and if it the distinct possibility of a shut
down that brings the District to the Con
gress for relief. 

Parenthetically, I must point out, 
though, that with the interest rates 
climbing faster than ever, even the re
lief I propose today for the District may 
prove insufficient. The District of Colum
bia has asked us to quickly approve per
manent legislation that sets the usury 
rate in the District at 15 percent. In my 
mind, there is a strong argument for fol
lowing the lead of many States, includ
ing my home State of Missouri, and 
either abolishing interest ceilings alto
gether or floating the ceiling by tying it 
to tP.e prime rate. However, I must em
phasize, that the waiver of the home 
rule review procedure provided in this 
bill should not set a precedent. The Home 
Rule Act foresaw emergencies arising in 
the District and gave the District legisla
tive authority to deal with them. The in
terest rate crisis should not have occur
red, nor would it have been brought to 
the attention of the Congress, if the em
ergency section of the Home Rule Act 
had consistently been implemented solely 
for emergencies. 

For that reason, I find it difficult to re
view the sequence of events without con
cluding that some basic change in the 
emergency provision of the Home Rule 
Act is needed. 
· I am advised that the District consid

ered that and decided to pursue another 
course. Today we are here to support the 
course the District chose to follow and 
iml'.)lement the 15 percent usury ceiling as 
quickly as posibsle. If the normal con
gressional review period were required, 
the Interest Rate Modification Act of 
1979 would be subject to a review period 
extending for 30 legislative days. Since 
weekends, holidays, and recesses by 
both Houses do not count as legislative 
days, the practical effect of the layover 
period is a congressional review period 
of approximately 90 calendar days. The 
situation in the mortgage markets is 
simply too serious to require that the 
District wait until mid-December or 
early January at the earliest before the 
15 percent usury ceiling becomes per
manent. 

The Constitution mandates that Con
gress exercise ultimate authority over 
the District of Columbia. For nearly 200 
years, that constitutional requirement 
translated into direct congressional rule 
over the District. In 1973, in a change of 
historic proportions, Congress passed the 
Home Rule Act establishing a city gov
ernment headed by an elected mayor and 
city council. However, the Congress chose 
to carry out its constitutional mandate 
by retaining the power to review Dis
trict legislation before it became law. 
To compensate for this, the legislation 
included the emergency provision, there
by recognizing that there could be situa
tions where delay would seriously jeop
ardize achievement of the legislative ob
jectives. 

We all recognize the unique burden the 
provision for congressional review places 
on the District. However, the burden was 
not imposed unthinkingly. Congress 
wanted to take a major step toward self-

government for the District, but, given 
its constitutional mandate, was not ready 
to reach full and complete home rule. 
The statutory requirement for a con
gressional layover period before District 
legislation could take effect represented 
the chosen middle course. 

In 1978, 5 years after home rule be
gan, Congress received recommendations 
for changes in the law from the Presi
dential Task Force on the District of 
Columbia. The task fore report included 
several significant suggestions concern
ing the operation of legislation for the 
District, including the conclusion that 
the period of congressional layover was 
injecting uncertainty and imprecision in
to the operations of the District govern
ment. 

In Public Law 95-526, Congress con
sidered the task force's recommended 
changes and reduced the layover period 
to 30 days when either House could be 
in session, thus reducing the effective 
layover period. Congress took this action 
prompted by the recognition that the 
"unpredictability (of the review process) 
has forced the District to enact an in
ordinate amount of temporary 'emer
gency' legislation" (S. Rept. No. 95-1291, 
p. 2). 

Acknowledging that the task force 
recommended 60 calendar days, Con
gress approved the committee's conclu
sions that "30 calendar days, excluding 
weekends, holidays and recesses or ad
journments over 3 days, will allow suffi
cient time for Congress to act on a dis
approving resolution, if one were intro
duced." <S. Rept. 95-1291, p. 3). Obvi
ously, Congress considered Public Law 
95-526 a solution to the District's reli
ance on emergency legislation. 

Regrettably, passage of this legislation 
did not change the situation. Despite in
formal expressions of concern by the 
House and Senate committees, the Coun
cil's resort to the device of emergency 
legislation has increased. In the past 
year, 69 percent of the legislation passed 
by the District was adopted by the emer
gency route. Emergency legislation has 
become the rule, rather than the excep
tion. It is hard to avoid the conclusion 
that the District government has used 
the emergency route in order to circum
vent the congressional review process. 
Perhaps the provision also gives the Dis
trict government a way of resolving con
troversial issues otherwise resistent to 
legislative solutions, since opposition 
groups may accept "temporary legisla
tion" where they would not agree on a 
permanent solution. Either way, it is 
clear that the current provision of the 
Home Rule Act dealing with emergencies 
has proven too attractive an alternative 
to the regular legislative process. 

My legislation would change this. It 
would a~commodate the legitimate needs 
of the District to move rapidly in an 
emergency without waiting for congres
sional i;eview, while ensuring that emer
gency legislation will not stay in effect 
indefinitely, or become a regular alter
native to the ordinary legislative proc
ess. 

This can be done by limiting the use 
of emergency legislation to a specific 
time period. The present law establishes 
a time period-90 days-but it fails to 
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limit that period, thus allowing repeti
tive enactments of the 90-day period. My 
bill also sets a time period-180 days
but I limit the duration of the emer
gency legislation to that one, and only 
to that one period. I chose the 180-day 
period for two reasons: First, it gives the 
District more than sufficient time to con
sider permanent legislation based on 
the emergency situation and to send 
that permanent legislation to Congress 
for review, and second, it provides suffi
cient time for an emergency not requir
ing permanent legislation to be solved or 
resolved. 

What the 180-day time period fails to 
do, however, is take into consideration 
congressional adjournment sine die. If 
permanent legislation based on an 
emergency measure is submitted to Con
gress and fails to become law because 
an adjournment sine die halts the run
ning of the 30 legislative days, it is con
ceivable that the 180-day emergency pe
riod may also lapse, thus leaving the Dis
trict with neither emergency nor perma
nent legislation to cover the time between 
the adjournment, the return of Congress, 
and the running of another 30 legislative 
days. Therefore, in fairness to the Dis
trict, I do feel we should "stop the clock" 
if Congress adjourns sine die. My bill 
provides for this contingency by allow
ing emergency legislation in effect dur
ing sine die to remain in effect beyond 
the running of the 180-day period until 
Congress reconv€nes and until the run
ning of the new 30 legislative days review 
period. 

'!here have been other suggestions as 
to how the emergency section should be 
tightened. Some have suggested one 90-
day, nonrenewable period; others have 
recommended defining "emergency;" 
still others suggest placing Congress di
rectly into the emergency process by re
quiring congressional approval within a 
layover period. Given the complexity of 
the Home Rule Act, however, a simple, 
straightforward solution to an obvious 
problem seems the best course to follow. 

There have also been suggestions that 
the use of emergency powers by the Dis
trict government will be resolved in the 
courts when the D.C. Court of Appeals 
issues its decision on the condominium 
conversion case. The problem of interest 
rate modification and the crisis caused, 
by the District's repeated use of emer
gency legislation, however, confronts us 
today, and the court's decision could be 
months in coming. Further, the court of 
appeals' decision, even if it upholds 
Judge Revercomb's Superior Court de
cision will be distinguished on narrow 
grounds, and what we need here is a 
general, all-encompassing legislative 
clarification of how the District govern
ment is to use its emergency .legislative 
authority. Judge Revercomb, himself, on 
page 12 of his decision, speaks of the 
court's reluctance to interfere in the 
province of the legislature. It is the 
mandEtte of Congress to legislate, and in 
this case, it is our duty. 

Finally, some will argue that it is im
perative to raise the interest ceiling im
med;_ately, and that considering an 
amendment to the emergency provision 
of the Home Rule Act complicates the 
task and risks delay. I certainly agree. 

But delay is not inevitable if we con
front the emerrency issue squarely and 
try to solve the problem. The record of 
overreliance on the emergency provi
s!on is clear beyond question. It should 
also be clear that my proposal will sub
stantially improve the situation, pro
tecting the District's legitimate needs 
and the integrity of the legislative 
process. 

Having worked with the District gov
ernment since its creation, I know how 
committed the District's high-ranking 
officials are to making this experiment 
in self-government succeed. The fact that 
the emergency section of the Home 
Rule Act has been used in place of the 
procedure for permanent legislation may 
be as much the fault of the drafters of 
the Home Rule Act, the Congress, as it is 
those whose job it is to implement the 
act, the District government. We have 
here the opportunity to correct this prob
lem, and I urge my colleagues to act 
quickly on this legislation. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the legis
lation I am introducing be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 1999 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That sec
tion 602(c) (1) of the District of Columbia 
Self-Government and Governmental Reor
ganization Act shall not apply to the Inter
est Rate Modification Act of 1979 (District 
of Columbia Act 3-119) passed by the Coun
cil of the District of Columbia. on Novem
ber 6, 1979, and signed by the Mayor of the 
District of Columbia on November 6, 1979, 
and such District of Columbia act shall be
come law on the date of the enactment of 
this Act, notwlthstandlng ser.tion 4"4-fe) of 
the District of Columbia Self-Government 
and Governmental Reorganization Act and 
any provision to the contrary in such Dis
trict of Columbia. Act. 

SEc. 2(a.) Subsection (b) of section 412 of 
the District of Columbia. Self-Government 
and ·Governmental Reorganization Act is 
a.mended by deleting "ninety days" and in
serting In lieu thereof "one hundred and 
eighty days". 

(b) Section 412 of the District of Colum
bia.Self-Government and Governmental Re
organization Act ls amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following new subsec
tion: 

"(d) Except as provided in this subsection, 
In any case in which an act ls passed pursu -
ant to subsection (a) of this section on the 
basis of an emergency, such act shall termi
nate on the date of termination provided In 
such a.ct, or upon the expiration of the one 
hundred and eighty day period following the 
date of its passage, whichever first occurs. 
In any case in which the Council, during 
such one hundred and eighty day period, 
na.sses and transmits to the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives and the President 
of the Senate an act under the regular order 

for the same purpose and covering and limited 
to the same subject matter as that contained 
In such emergency a.ct, and the last session 
of such Congress adjourns sine die before 
the expiration of such thirty day period, pro
vided in section 602 ( c) ( 1) of this Act for the 
consideration by Congress of such act of 
Council, the act of Council shall be deemed 
to have been retransmitted to the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives and the Presi
dent of the Senate on the first day of the 
succeeding Congress and such thirty day pe
riod provided for under section 602 ( c) ( 1) of 

this Act shall commence on the day after 
such first day. In no case shall any act be 
passed by the Council as an emergency act 
if such act · ls for the same purpose and 
covers the same subject matter as any prior 
a.ct passed by the Council on the basis of an 
emergency.".e 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
s. 92 

At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the 
Senator from Alaska <Mr. GRAVEL) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 92, a bill to 
amend title 5 of the United States Code 
to permit present and former civilian 
employees of the Government to receive 
civil service annuity credit for retirement 
purposes for periods of military service 
to the United States as was covered by 
social security, regardless of eligibility 
for social security benefits. 

s. 101 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the Sena
tor from Michigan (Mr. RIEGEL) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 101, the Re
ligious Freedom in the Workplace Act of 
1979. 

s. 446 

At the request of Mr. WILLIAMS, the 
Senator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE), the 
Senator from Maine <Mr. COHEN), and 
the Senator from Iowa (Mr. CULVER) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 446, the 
Equal Employment Opportunity for 
Handicapped Individuals Act of 1979. 

s. 1203 

At the request of Mr. BAYH, the Sen
ator from Nebraska (Mr. ZORINSKY) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 1203, a bill to 
amend the Social Security Act regarding 
disability benefits for the terminally ill. 

s. 2287 

At the request of Mr. GOLDWATER, the 
Senator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE) was 
added as a consponsor of S. 1287, a bill 
to repeal the earnings ceiling of the So
cial Security Act for all beneficiaries age 
65 or older. 

s. 1858 

At the request of Mr. BAYH, the Sen
ator from Hawaii <Mr. INOUYE) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 1858, the Na
tional Guard Tort Claims Act of 1979. 

s. 1874 

At the request of Mr. BAYH, the Sen
ator from California <Mr. CRANSTON), the 
Senator from South Carolina (Mr. THUR
MOND), the Senator from Kentucky <Mr. 
FORD), the Senator from North Dakota 
(Mr. YOUNG), the Senator from Vermont 
<Mr. STAFFORD), the Senator from New 
Hampshire (Mr. HUMPHREY), the Senator 
from West Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH), the 
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. SASSER), 
the Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. 
DURKIN), the Senator from Oklahoma 
<Mr. BOREN), the Senator from Indiana 
<Mr. LUGAR), the Senator from South 
Carolina <Mr. HOLLINGS), and the Sen
ator from Mississippi <Mr. COCHRAN) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 1874, a 
bill to amend the act incorporating the 
American Legion so as to redefine eligi
bility for membership. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 46 

At the request of Mr. HELMS, the Sen
ator from Alaska <Mr. GRAVEL) was 
added as a cosponsor of Senate Concur
rent Resolution 46, expressing the sense 
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of the Congress that the $1 bill should 
remain in circulation and the $1 coin 
should be produced in such volume as de
mand warrants. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 277 

At the request of Mr. JAVITS, the Sen
ator from Tennessee <Mr. BAKER) was 
added as a cosponsor of Senate Resolu
tion 277, a resolution relating to the com
mitment to ease the human suffering in 
Cambodia. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU
TION 48-SUBMISSION OF A CON
CURRENT RESOLUTION RELAT
ING TO ACCEPTANCE OF A 
STATUE FROM THE STATE OF 
WASHINGTON 
Mr. MAGNUSON (for himself and 

Mr. JACKSON) submitted the following 
concurrent resolution, which was re
f erred to the Committee on Rules and 
Administration: 

S. CON. RES. 48 
Resolved by the Senate (the House of 

Representatives concurring), That the stat
ue of Mother Joseph of the Sisters of 
Providence, presented by the State of Wa.sh
lngton for the National Statuary Hall col
lection in accordance with the provisions 
of section 1814 of the Revised Sta,tutes (40 
U.S.C. 187), ls accepted in the name of the 
United States, and the thanks of the Con
gress are tendered to the State of Washing
ton for the contribution of the sta,tue of 
one o! its most eminent personages, illus
trious for her distinguished huma.nlta.rla.n 
services. 

SEc. 2. The State of Washington ls au
thorized to place tempora,rily in the ro
tunda. of the capitol the statue o! Mother 
Joseph o! the Sisters of Providence referred 
to in the first section of this concurrent 
resolution, and to hold ceremonies on May 1, 
1980, in the rotunda. on that occa.sion. The 
Architect of the Capitol is authorized to 
make the necessary arrangements therefor. 

SEc. 3. (a,) The proceedings in the rotun
da. o! the Capitol at the presentation by 
the State of Washington of the statue of 
Mother Joseph of the Sisters of Providence 
for the Nationa,l Statuary Hall collection, 
together with appropriate illustrations and 
other pertinent matter, shall be printed as 
a, Senate document. The copy !or such docu
ment shall be prepared under the direction 
of the Joint Committee on Printing. 

(b) There shall be printed five thousand 
additional copies of such document which 
shall be bound in such style as the Joint 
Committee on Printing shall direct, of 
which one hundred and three copies shall 
be !or the use of the Senate and eighteen 
hundred and ninety-seven copies shall be 
!or the use of the Members of the Senate 
from the Sta,te of Washington, and four 
hundred and forty-three copies shall be for 
the use o! the House of Representatives, and 
two thousand five hundred and fifty-seven 
copies shall be for the use of the Members 
of the House of Representatives from the 
Sta,te of Washington. 

SEc. 4. The Secretary o! the Senate shall 
transmit a. copy of this concurrent resolu
tion to the Governor of Washington. 

e Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, on 
behalf of my colleague, Mr. JACKSON, and 
our State delegation, I am submitting a 
Senate concurrent resolution that pro
vides for the formal acceptance of the 
second statue of the State of Washing
ton in the National Statuary Hall collec
tion on May l, 1980. 

Twenty-five years ago I had the honor 
of introducing similar legislation, on be
half of our State, for the acceptance of a 
statue of Marcus Whitman, a pioneer 
missionary in the Pacific Northwest. 

Today, this resolution authorizes the 
Congress to accept a statue of Mother 
Joseph of the Sisters of Providence, a 
truly remarkable individual who spent 
46 years building a better life for all the 
citizens of the Pacific Northwest. By 
the time of her death in 1902, Mother 
Joseph had established no less than 11 
hosoitals, 7 academies, 5 Indian schools, 
and 2 orphanages. She estaJblished those 
facilities in what aire now the States of 
Washington, Oregon, Idaho, Montana, 
and the Province of British Columbia. 

Mother Joseph and her Sisters of 
Providence are credited as among the 
fir.st to c~re for orphans, the first to care 
for the aged, the first to care for the 
mentally ill, and the first to establish a 
hospital in the Pacific Northwest. 

She was a remarkable and dedicated 
citizen. Her efforts to build a better life 
for all who lived in the Pacific North
west then, is a legacy everyone out home 
continues to enjoy. The addition of 
Mother Joseph of the Sisters of Provi
dence to that small group of illustrious 
Americans who are in the National Stat
uary Hall collection is indeed merited 
and I feel honored to be able to play a 
part in bringing that about. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a brief article, entitled "The 
Legacy of Mother Joseph," be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE LEGACY OF MOTHER JOSEPH 

THE PIONEER BUILDER 

Jn December 1856 Mother Joseph and four 
Sisters of Providence arrived at Fort Van
couver in the Washington Territory after a,n 
arduous trip from their home in Montrea,l 
Canada. Within two years this group of wo~ 
men had established t>he first hospital in the 
Northwest and one of the first schools. 

OUring the next 46 years, Mother Joseph 
was responsible !or the establishment o! 
numerous hospitals, schools, orphanages, 
homes !or the aged, Shelters for the mentally 
111 and Indian schools. And she established 
the Sisters of Providence Corporation---one 
o! the oldest corporations registered in what 
is now the State o! Washington. 

Throughout her lifetime in the West, 
Mother Joseph served as architect, construc
tion supervisor and fund raiser !or projects 
she instigated. Though most of her original 
structures are gone, many of these institu
tions are still in existence. continui~ to 
provide the service Mother Jo-,eph envisioned 
more than a century ago. And the spirit of 
Mother Jose-oh lives on, too, in the Sisters of 
Providence institutions that todav extend 
from Anchor~e. Ala.ska south to Burbank, 
Oalifornia and east to Great Falls, Monta,na. 

How did one person accomplish so much? 
BEGINNJ:NGS 

Mother Joseph was born Esther Pariseau 
on April 16, 1823 in St. Elzear, a town near 
Montreal. She entered the newlv-formed 
Sisters o! Providence in Montreal at 20 
yea.rs of age. Her carriage-maker father 
ma.de a prophetic remark upon her entry: 
"I bring to you niy daughter. Esther, who 
wishes to dedicate herself to the religious 
llfe. She can read, write, figure a,ccurately, 
sew. cook, spin and do all manner CYf house-

work. She can even do carpenting, handling 
a hammer and a saw as well as her rather. 
She ca.n also plan for others and she suc
ceeds in anything she undertakes. I as.sure 
you, Madam, she will make a good superior 
some day." 

That challenge came ea.rly as the Sisters 
of Providence responded to the pleas !or 
help that were coming form the new frontier 
settlements in the western United States. 
Mother Joseph was chosen to lead the group 
to the Washington Territory in 1856. 

After completing the treacherous journey 
from Montreal, the Sisters were greeted with 
an ambiguous welcome to their new land. 

Bishop A. M. A. Blanchet of Nisqually, 
who had requested that the Sisters come, 
wa.s away in Europe. Meanwhile, his orders 
for the construction o! a convent and 
schoolhouse had been countermanded by the 
Vicar-General, Abbe J.B. Brouillet, who be
lieved the Sisters would be better situated 
in Olympia. Since mail exchanges took place 
only twice a year, this difference in opinion 
could not have been resolved before the Sis
ters appeared. 

Fortunately, Mother Joseph did not see 
herself as helpless. Within days she had 
turned an airless 10' by 16' room into a 
dormitory-refectory-comm.unity room, a cor
ner o! which also served as a temporary 
classroom. 

By February 1857 the young Sisters in
herited their first convent, an old fur stor
age building abandoned by the Hudson Bay 
Company, and later used as a. barn. Mother 
Joseph designed a chapel, built the altar 
herself, and fashioned a tabernacle out of 
an old candle box. It was a beginning. 

From this home base the Sisters began 
visiting the sick. They also ca.red !or Indian 
children displaced by the Yakima. Indian 
wars. By spring of the first year, prepara
tions had been completed !or a school. The 
first student arrived early: 3-year-old Emily 
Lake, an orphan. Soon a tiny boy was also 
placed at the doorstep, and by June Mother 
Joseph had built six small ca.bins sur
rounded by a white picket fence. 

Within this complex, known as "the Provi· 
dence enclosure," the Sisters housed their 
two orphans, two boarding students, ten 
day-students and three elderly townspeople. 

But the need for a hospital in Vancouver 
was critica.l. So Mother Joseph began work 
on her first health care fac111ty-a. ca.bin 
la.rge enough for four beds, !our tables and 
four chairs. In 1858 it became Sa.int Joseph 
Hospital, the first hospital in the North
west, and the first o! some two dozen health 
care centers Mother Joseph would design in 
her 46 years of service in the Northwest. 

BEGGING TOURS 

From the 1850's through the 1890's Mother 
Joseph designed hospitals, orphanages, .and 
schools throughout an area that today en
compasses Washington, Northern Oregon, 
Idaho, Montana. and British Columbia. 

Known primarily as a. builder and artist, 
some of her most demanding work was rais
ing funds to complete her buildings, Find
ing the people of Vancouver generally had 
modest incomes or were poor, Mother Joseph 
began "begging tours" to the mining camps 
of Ida.ho, the Blue Mountains of Eastern 
Washington, Montana's Alder Gulch and the 
Cariboo Mines of Western Canada. 

Each totfr usually lasted several months 
and involved considerable hardship. The 
weather was cold, the accommodations non
existent, highway robberies frequent, and 
certainly it was not easy to face the scrutiny 
of hard-living strangers. 

But, according to the annals of Providence 
Academy, "nothing could daunt the spirit of 
Mother Joseph when there was a question of 
gaining even slender funds for the lifting of 
the burdensome debt beneath which her 
foundation in Vancouver see~ed about to 
!a.11." 
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usually Mother Joseph was able to collect 

from $2,000 to $5,000 on a typical mining 
tour. This compared with $18 or $20 which 
she could collect from a small town or 
hamlet. 

So committed was she to the survival of 
her fledgling hospitals, schools and orphan
ages that the pioneer Sister paid scant atten
tion to her own well-being. 

"Finally, (after) the trying ordeal of 18 
days in the saddle, extremely fatigued from 
the difficult days of travel, the long absence 
from home, camping under the heavens, on 
river banks, and in sagebrush, we weary 
travelers reached the province of the Ho~y 
Angels, October 15, 1866," she writes matter
of-factly about a journey that also included 
a hungry wolf pack, a. major tent fire, an 
angry grizzly and a party of Indians in war 
paint. 

THE WORKS OF MOTHER JOSEPH 

From 1856 to 1873, while she worked on 
other facilities, Mother Joseph planned and 
built her "home" for the Sisters' various 
medical, spiritual and educational ministries 
in Vancouver. The finished product--the 
House of Providence, later Providence Acad
emy-was three stories high, covered two 
acres of ground and at the time was consid
ered to be the biggest brick building in the 
Washington Territory. Today, it has been de
clared a historic monument in the "Na
tional Register of Historic Places." 

Mother Joseph was an exceptional woman 
and a gifted resource, whom the Mother 
House in Montreal was determined to use 
wtsely and whom ma.ny Northwest manipu
lators would have liked to exploit. ln her 
early years in Vancouver, Bishop Francis 
Blam.chet of Oregon had approached Mother 
Joseph to build a. hospital in Portland. 
Then, when a wealthy and powerful busi
nessman offered the Sisters a fine site, plus 
a. good house, the use of his physician, and 
funds to cover pa.rt of the construction, 
there was much local pressure to accept this 
"deal." 

Mother Joseph did much praying a.ind soul
sea.rching as she postponed her commit
ment. The truth was that she could see 
through the motivation of Ben Holla.day, 
a controversial tycoon, who had created a. 
small civil war with his decision to develop 
the east side of Portland, where his own 
interests were consolidated. A hospital in 
Holla.day's territory would embellish hold
ings, but undercut the health needs of a 
population heavily concentrated on the west 
side of the city. Furthermore, the canny 
Sister had reservations a.bout a patron 
whose reputation was tarnished by question· 
able relationships and shady politics. 

Trusting her own instincts, Mother Joseph 
bided her time and soon enough the Society 
of St. Vincent de Paul, a. lay group, ca.me 
forward with $1,000 and an alternative piece 
of land, close to Portland's center. Mother 
Joseph designed plans for this first St. Vin· 
cent Hospital, which ooened on Julv 18. 1875. 
She also carved the wood statue of its patron 
saint which adorned the entrance. 

By 1892, when St. Vincent Hospital needed 
a new building, Mother Joseph had designed 
hosoitals, orpha.na.E!'es and schools in Seattle, 
Walla. Walla, Spokane, New Westminister, 
Olympia, Port Townsend, Yakima and 
Colfax. 

Even with far-flung pro.fects, the "Old 
Mother," as she was now called, remained a 
stickler for detail. During the building of 
Sacred Heart Hospital in Spokane, Mother 
Joseph insisted on living with another 
Sister in a rough shack next to the site so 
that she could oversee the construction. At 
this point she was 63 years old, but stm 
climbing to inspect rafters or bouncing on 
plainks to test their supports. Once, when she 
found an lmprooerlv laid chimney, she 
pointed out the flaw to workers who made 
the mistake of ignoring her. The next day 

they found the chimney neatly re-bricked 
the right way. 

After her death in January 1902, the Port
land Oregoniain expressed the public's 
gratitude to this woman by stressing what 
the Northwest had gained: "She was adept 
in nearly all the arts and trades. And wa.s 
also skilled in wax works, the most delicate 
embroidery; but her genius found its strong
est expression in architecture • • •. From 
the date of foundation of the Washington 
Province of Sisterhood (The Sisters of 
Providence], Mother Joseph established no 
less than eleven hospitals, seven academies, 
five Indian schools and two orphanages." 

For 46 years---from 1856 when she landed 
in Vancouver, Washington, to 1902-Mother 
Joseph responded to the pleas of both Catho
lics and non-Catholics to establish schools 
and health care facilities throughout the 
Northwest. 

During her lifetime Mother Joseph served 
as architect, construction supervisor and 
fund raiser for the pro_1ects she instigated. 
She was responsible for establishing the 
following: 

1856: Providence Academy, Vancouver, 
WA. 

1858: St. Joseph Hospital, Vancouver, WA. 
1863: St. Joseph School, Steilacoom, WA. 
1'864: St. Vincent Academy, Walla Walla., 

WA. 
1864: Holy Family Hospital, St. Ignatius, 

MT. 
1868: Our Lady of Seven Dolors Indian 

School, Tulalip, WA. 
1873: Sacred Heart Indian School, Colv11le, 

WA. 
1873: St. Patrick Hospital, Missoula., MT. 
1874: St. James Residence, Vancouver, WA. 
1875: St. Joseph Academy, Yakima., WA. 
1875: St. Vincent Hospital, Portland, OR. 
1876: Our Lady of the Sacred Heart School, 

Cowlitz, WA. 
1877: Providence Hospital, Seattle, WA. 
1880: St. Mary Hospital, Walla. Walla., WA. 
1'880: St. Mary Hospital, Astoria, OR. 
1881: St. Michael School, Olympia, WA. 
1881: St. Martin School, Frenchtown, MT. 
1885: Sacred Heart Academy, Missoula, 

MT. 
1886: Sacred Heart Hospital, Spokane, WA. 
1886: St. Clare Hospital, Fort Benton, MT. 
1'886: St. Joseph Academy, Sprague, WA. 
1887: St. Peter Hospital, Olympia, WA. 
1890: St. John Hospital, Port Townsend, 

WA. 
1890: St. Eugene Indian School, Kootenay, 

B.C., Canada. 
1891: St. Eliza.beth Hospital, Yakima, WA. 
1891: Providence Hospital, Wallace, ID. 
1892: Columbus Hospital, Great Falls, 

MT. 
1893: St. Ignatius Hospital, Colfax, WA. 
1900: St. Genevieve Orpha.nage, New West

minister, B.C., Canada. 
Mother Joseph died in 1902. One of her 

final counsels to her Sisters was to go to 
California and establish a needed hospital 
in Oakland. Mother Joseph's vision helped 
the Sisters of Providence to found Oakland's 
Providence Hos-:>ital that same year. 

Though most of the original structures are 
gone, many of these institutions are stm in 
existence, continuing to provide the service 
Mother Joseph envisioned over a century 
a.go. 

Northwest history sources credit Mother 
Joseph and her Sisters as among the first to 
ca.re for orphans, the first to care for the 
aged, ttie first to care for the mentally 111, 
the first to establish a hospital. 

In 1953 the American Institute of Archi
tects declared Mother Joseph "The First 
Architect of the Pacific Northwest." Because 
she was among the first to appreciate the 
use of Douglas Fir for both carving and 
building, she was recognized as "the first 
white artisan to work with wood in the 

Pacific Northwest" by the West Coast Lum
bermen's Association. 

After her death from a bra.in tumor in 
January 1902, her close friend, Mother Mary 
Antoinette, honored Mother Joseph in a 
letter to tlie community: "She had the char
acteristics of genius: incessant works, im
mense sacrifices, great undertakings; and 
she never counted the cost to self. She 
exercised an extra.ordinary influence on the 
Church in the West."e 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED FOR 
PRINTING 

SALT II TREATY-EX. Y, 96-1 
AMENDMENT NO. 585 

<Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.> 

Mr. HATCH submitted an amend
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the resolution of ratification of the 
Treaty Between the United States of 
America and the Union of Soviet Social
ist Republics on the Limitation of 
Strategic Arms, done at Vienna on June 
18, 1979 (EX. Y, 96-1). 

HOME ENERGY ASSISTANCE ACT
S. 1724 

AMENDMENT NO. 586 

<Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. BOSCHWITZ (for himself and 
Mr. MUSKIE) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by them, jointly, 
to S. 1724, a bill to authorize the Secre
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare 
to make grants to States in order to pro
vide assistance to households which can
not meet the high cost of fuel, and for 
other purposes. 
e Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, on 
behalf of Senator MusKIE and myself, I 
am submitting an amendment to S. 1724, 
the Home Energy Assistance Act, which 
will insure that the funds are targeted 
to the areas where they are needed most. 

S. 1724 as reported by the Labor and 
Human Resources Committee, allocates 
half the money based on total energy 
expenditures by State and half the 
money based on heating needs times low· 
income households by State. This for
mula should be improved to better reflect 
the Senate's intent. 

During floor debate in both the Sen· 
ate and the House when the :fiscal year 
1980 program was approved, the primary 
emphasis was placed on the need for 
legislation to deal with the crisis caused 
by rising heating costs. The formula 
approved by the Interior appropriations 
conferees reflects this intent. The for
mula in S. 1724 does not. The next step 
is to make sure that the funding in fu· 
ture years is consistent with the ap
proach adopted for the :fiscal year 1980 
program. 

This amendment would do that. It 
olaces a much greater emphasis on the 
heating requirements of States, while 
still providing warmer States with an 
adequate share of the funds available. 

The formula proposed is somewhat 
different than the one accepted by the 
Interior conferees. We decided to use the 
same data base as both the Senate Fi-
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Committees have used in their respective 
fuel assistance programs. We understand 
there are problems with the data on heat
ing expenditures mainly incorporated in 
the Interior bill formula, because they 
are derived from 1970 census data, which 
are hopelessly out of date, particularly 
when dealing with energy statistics. Be
cause of this, the formula we propose 
uses data that is currently available and 
reliable. 

Unless the formula in s. 1724 is 
changed, we will face a situation next 
year where many States will receive less 
money in flscal year 1981 than they are 
in fiscal year 1980. The only way to 
remedy this would be to dramatically 
increase the total amount of funds 
available for the program. This amend
ment will enable us to achieve greater 
cost savings in the future, and avoid any 
severe dislocations in funding amongst 
States from year to year. 

The need for this legislation is great. 
Heating costs are rising rapidly, and we 
cannot reasonably expect them to abate 
in the next year or so. At the same time, 
we must carefully consider the budget
ary aspect of new legislation. S. 1724 is 
a reasonable approach, as it provides 
funds in the form of grants to States, 
rather than creating new entitlements. 
However, we need to target the funds 
to those areas where they are most 
needed to retain program accountability 
and spending restraint. 

This amendment is essential to put 
the main thrust of the legislation back 
where Congress intends; that is, pro
viding assistance for home heating re
quirements. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a table comparing the State 
allocations under S. 1724 as reported, 
and the State allocations under this pro
posed amendment, be printed in the 
RECORD along with a factsheet and the 
text of the amendment. 

There being no objection, the amend
ment and material were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

On page 22, line 23, strike out "one-half" 
and insert in lieu thereof "one-quarter''. 

On page 23, line 4, strike out "one-half" 
and insert in lieu thereof "three-quarters". 

On page 23, line 5, insert "squared" after 
the word "State". 
State-by-State comparison of effect of allo

cation formulas under S. 1724 and amend
ment 

(Percentage of total funds] 

State 

Alabama ----------------
Alaska ------------------
Arizona ------------------
Arkansas ----------------
Callfornia ----------------
Colorado ----------------
Connecticut --------------
Delaware -----------------
Dist. of CoL--------------
Florida ------------------
Cleorgta ------------------
Hawa11 -------------------
Idaho --------------------
Illinois -------------------
Indiana ------------------
Iowa --------------------
Kansas -------------------

s. 1724 

1.40 
.27 
.76 

1. 00 
5.96 
1. 25 
1. 80 
.26 
.31 

2.04 
1.73 
.10 
. 51 

5. 90 
2.83 
1. 64 
1. 06 

Amend
ment 

.86 

.61 

.42 

.70 
S.73 
1.81 
1. 81 
.21 
.28 
.92 

1. 06 
.05 
.69 

6.S9 
2.91 
2.10 

.98 

State 

Kentucky ---------------
Louisiana ----------------
Maine -------------------
Maryland ----------------
Massachusetts -----------
Michigan ----------------
Minnesota ---------------
Mississippi --------------
Missouri -----------------
Montana ----------------
Nebraska -----------------
Nevada -------------------
New Hampshire ----------
New Jersey--------------
New Mexico--------------
New York---------------
North Carollna -----------
North Dakota ------------
Ohio ---------------------
Oklahoma ----------------
Oregon ------------------
Pennsylvania -------------
Rhode Island ------------
South Carollna ----------
South Dakota -----------
Tennessee ----------------
Texas -------------------
Utah ---------------------
Vermont -----------------
Virginia -----------------
Washington -------------
West Virginia -------------
Wisconsin ---------------
Wyoming -----------------

S.1724 

1. 66 
1.12 

. 91 
1. 61 
3.65 
4.91 
2.65 

.93 
2.59 

.47 

. 85 

. 26 

. 59 
3.80 
.56 

11.13 
2.38 

. 43 
6.51 
1. 20 
1. 00 
6.65 

. 61 
1. 07 
.46 

1. 81 
4.00 

.58 

. 38 
2.06 
1.47 
.95 

2.74 
.20 

100.00 

Amend
ment 

1. 55 
• 66 

1. 34 
1.36 
3.94 
6.20 
4.S6 

.54 
2.60 

.81 
1. 04 
. 22 
.79 

3.67 
. 59 

12.16 
1. 67 
.84 

6.80 
.88 

1. 09 
7.Sl 

. 65 

. 63 

.72 
1. 47 
2.08 

. 81 

. 58 
1. 66 
1. 75 
.99 

S.62 
.SS 

100.00 

NoTE: Data furnished by Congressional Re
search Service. 

FACT SHEET ON AMENDMENT To CHANGE STATE 
ALLOCATION FORMULA UNDER $. 1724, THE 
HOME ENERGY ASSISTANCE ACT 

Purpose of amendment: 
The amendment would change the formula 

allocating funds for low-income energy as
sistance among States in order to better 
target the funds to States with the great
est need for such assistance. 

Description of the formula in the blll as 
reported: 

Under S. 1724, as reported, the formula for 
allocating funds among States for low-income 
energy assistance would be: 50 percent based 
on the aggregate residential energy expendi
tures in a State, and 50 percent based on 
the number of heating degree days in a 
State multiplied by the number of house
holds in a State with incomes equal to or 
less than the lower llving standard developed 
by the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS). 

Description of the amendment: 
The amendment would change the allo

cation formula among the States to the fol
lowing: 25 percent based on the aggregate 
residential energy expenditures in a State, 
and 75 percent based on the number of heat
ing degree days in a State squared multi
plied by number of households in a State 
with incomes equal to or less than the BLS 
lower living standard. 

Cost effects: 
None. The amendment would not change 

the cost of the bill; it would only change 
the allocation of the authorized funds among 
the States. 

Effect of amendment: 
The amendment would provide a. higher 

allocation for 29 states,enerally those with 
the greatest need for ass!Stance because they 
have the coldest weather. The preceding 
table shows the percentage of funds for low
income energy assistance that would be al
located to each State under S. 1724 com
pared with the allocation under the amend
ment.e 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL EFFICIENCY 
AND THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, on 
Wednesday, November 14, the Subcom
mittee on Governmental Efficiency and 
the District of Columbia will hold a 
hearing on legislation to waive the con
gressional review period on the Interest 
Modification Act of 1979, passed by the 
District of Columbia Council, and to 
clarify the District's use of "emergency" 
legislation under the Home Rule Act. 
The hearing will take place in 6226 Dirk
sen Senate Office Building at 1 p.m. Any 
questions about the hearing should be 
directed to Ira Shapiro or Peggy Cren
shaw cf the subcommittee staff at 224-
4161. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERGOVERNMENTAL 
RELATIONS 

• Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, the Sub
committee on Intergovernmental Rela
tions of the Governmental Affairs Com
mittee will be holding hearings over the 
next several months on intergovernmen
tal policies that can be taken to ease the 
economic and social dislocation of the 
pending energy crisis. 

The first field hearing will assess the 
impact of past and future gasoline short
ages on small business, especially the 
tourist industry. This hearing is sched
uled to be held on November 17 at 9: 15 
a.m. in the Knoxville, Tenn., Civic Coli
seum Ballroom. Anyone wishing addi
tional information should call Lucinda 
Dennis, chief clerk of the subcommittee 
at 224-4718.• 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ANTITRUST, MONOPOLY AND 

BUSINESS RIGHTS 

e Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
the Subcommittee on Antitrust, Monop
oly and Business Rights has scheduled 
hearings on the Family Farm Antitrust 
Act of 1979, to be chaired by Senator 
BAYH on November 20, 1979, at 11 a.m. in 
room 6226, Dirksen Senate Office Build
ing. 

Any persons wishing to submit written 
statements for the hearing record 
should send them to Joe Allen, suite 102-
B, Russell Senate Office Building, Wash
ington, D.C. 20510.e 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

SALT II 
• Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, now 1s 
the time for looking to the future, a time 
for reflection and a time for making 
choices which may affect us all the days 
of our lives. 

Robert Frost evokes the spirit of the 
moment in the last five lines of his poem, 
"The Road Not Taken." 

I shall be telling this with a. sigh 
Somewhere ages and ages hence: 
Two roads diverged in a wood, and I
r took the one less travelled by. 
And that has made all the difference. 

In a few weeks we will be standing at 
that fork in the road, wondering which 
way we should go now, which road, we 
wonder, will bring security, peace, and 
stability? 

Our Nation has witnessed a number of 
such critical junctures, some leading to 
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war and others to peace, some to prosper
ity and some to ecomonic decline, some to 
progress and some to decay. There is 
bound to be disagreement about some of 
the choices that have been made, but on 
balance I think we can count ourselves 
blessed. 

Our Nation this year is again faced 
with a significant choice as to the path 
it wishes to pursue in the future. I am re
ferring, of course, to the question of 
whether or not to approve the Strategic 
Arms Limitation Agreement known as 
SALT II. 

The weapons the SALT II agreement 
attempts to regulate are so fearsome as 
to be almost impossible to connect with 
the realities of everyday life. 

Can we really appreciate that in the 
few minutes I shall spend with you on 
this ftoor, massive missiles could rise 
from the Soviet Union or its submarines 
and destroy our land with fire and up
heaval rivaling that which created them 
millions of years ago. 

The enormity of the destructive power 
we and the Soviets can deliver at the 
push of a few buttons staggers the imag
ination. The bombs which leveled Hiro
shima and Nagasaki had a yield of about 
13 kilotons which means the equivalent 
of 13,000 tons of TNT. 

Today, our smallest strategic warhead, 
on the Poseidon missile, is three times 
more powerful, and the missile carries 
ten such warheads. Missiles on both sides 
have warheads with explosive power 
equal to several millions of tons of TNT. 
The largest, which is in the Soviet ar
senal, can carry in its nose cone the 
equivalent of some 20 million ton~ nf 
TNT. If you were to load that much TNT 
into railroad box cars, the train would 
stretch across the mainland United 
States from the Atlantic to the Pacific. 

As another way of picturing the dev
astating force we are talking about, it 
has been estimated that all of the con
ventional bombs dropped in World War 
II had an explosive power of onlv 2 mil
lion tons of TNT. This is the yield of one 
or two ordinary nuclear bombs today, 
and the United States and the Soviet 
Un~on each have thousands of such 
bombs in their stockpiles. 

Hardly able to comprehend these 
forces and feeling helpless to do any
th;ng about them, one natural reaction 
is to ignore them and to turn our atten
tion to our everyday problems: How to 
conserve energy as gas prices go to a 
dollar or more a gallon if it is available 
at all; how to make do on incomes which 
a few short years ago would have assured 
a comfortable living; and how to cope 
with a world which seems to become ever 
more complex and frustrating. 

Another natural reaction is to mini
mize the problems, which can and has 
led to monstrous and dangerous delu
sions. 

One is that a nuclear war would be 
.iust like a conventional one, only a lit
tle bigger. Thus, we hear people talk 
ahout winning an all-out nuclear war. 
But once such a war got started, who 
would surrender? Who would be left to 
accept the white flag? How would the 
message be communicated? In the midst 
of the resulting devastation and contam-

ination, how could you tell who was the 
vi.ct or and who the vanquished? As Niki
ta Khrushchev once said, "The survivors 
would envy the dead." 

Equally dangerous is the idea that 
there can be such a thing as a "limited" 
nuclear war. This is like believing that 
you will not have an explosion if you 
throw a match into a pool of gasoline. 
President Brezhnev has said that even a 
single nuclear bomb dropped by either 
of -the superpowers would result in gen
eral nuclear war. Can anyone seriously 
doubt if a nuclear bomb landed anywhere 
in our country that we could do anything 
but respond to the fullest extent? 

A further dangerous delusion is that 
just as with conventional wars, recovery 
would be possible and that nations could 
dig themselves out of the rubble. But 
after a nuclear war, even the rubble is 
poisoned and deadly. 

If the nuclear arms race continues un
checked, we face either economic stran
gulation as more and more of our na
tional wealth is spent on instruments of 
destruction on a cataclysmic war which 
at worst will leave the world a charred 
cinder and at best undo the achievements 
of a millennium, returning us to the 
middle ages. 

These are not pleasant images, but if 
we and the generations that follow us 
are to enjoy continued peace and prosper
ity, we must make a deep and abiding 
commitment to arms control. 

National security policy. nuclear weap
ons, strategic theory and arms control 
too often seem to be the domain of the 
physicists. enJrineers. and uniformed ex
perts. Too often, the debates revolve 
around elaborate calculations of throw
weight. circular error probable, hard tar
get kill-ratio, and equivalent megaton
nage. I think we have made the central 
jssue too complicated. We have reduced 
the debate to dehumanized technicalities 
and statistics. What we should be doing 
is putting the issue in human terms and 
making ourselves aware of the horror and 
anguish associated with war. If we do this 
and apply basic commonsense. we will 
find the SALT agreement jnvolves some 
very fundamental and familiar concepts 
which we can all understand. 

Stepping back from the 90-page 
SALT II agreement with its detailed 
provisions, precise and technical defini
tions, and painstakingly drafted lan
guage, one can see several such funda
mental concepts. 

The first is equality. As the Secretary 
of Defense and the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff have testified be
fore the Congress, the strategic nuclear 
forces of the United States and the So
viet Union are essentially equivalent. 

They may lead in some categories of 
nuclear weapons, and we may lead in 
others. But, overall, rough equality pre
vails, SALT formalizes and enhances 
that eauivalence by placing equal over
all ceilings on the nuclear arsenals of 
both countries. 

It is the policy of the United States 
that we will maintain essential equiva
lence with the Soviet Union either at 
lower levels through SALT, or at ever 
and ever higher levels through an arms 
race. Equality at current levels, and in 

the future at reduced levels through 
SALT is less expensive, less dangerous, 
and considerably saner than equality at 
continually escalating levels projected 
indefinitely into the future. 

A second key concept is deterrence. 
Today, neither the United States nor the 
Soviet Union could launch a nuclear 
first strike against the other and escape 
devastating destruction in retaliation. 
The sure knowledge of such retaliation 
deters the first strike. 

The new SALT agreement strengthens 
deterrence by capping the overall arse
nals of both, while guaranteeing that 
both can preserve those nuclear weap
ons needed to deter the other from at
tacking first. From the United States 
point of view, SALT limits the size and 
capabilities of the Soviet strategic 
forces, and protects those defense pro
grams we have chosen to maintain our 
deterrent. 

A third fundamental is stability. The 
current nuclear balance is stable. Deter
rence exists, and neither country can 
reasonably expect to alter the balance 
to its favor. SALT enhances stability 
by closing off major aspects of the tech
nological arms race, which-left uncon
trolled--could lead one side or the other 
to develop new threatening capabilities. 

Specifically, the SALT agreement 
limits both countries to only one new 
type of land-based intercontinental bal
listic missile. It caps the number of war
heads that can be place on a given mis
sile. It bans certain new weapons sys
tems which could destabilize the balance, 
such as long-range ballistic missiles on 
surface ships, heavy mobile and land
based intercontinental ballistic missiles, 
and heavY air-to-surface ballistic mis
siles. 
· A fourth fundamental has to do with 
verification and as a member and the 
first chairman of the Senate Select Com
mittee on Intelligence, this is an issue 
to which I have given special attention. 

The select committee's mandate--to 
evaluate periodically the performance 
of our national reconnaissance systems
makes it uniquely qualified to review ·and 
evaluate U.S. monitoring capability. It 
is the only committee with both com
plete access to all highly sensitive in
telligence information and daily contact 
with all the collection agencies. 

Over 2 years ago, at the request of the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee, the 
Select Committee on Intelligence under
took an independent study of this coun
try's monitoring capability under the 
provisions of the SALT II treaty. Under 
my direction, as chairman, the commit
tee staff immediately began a detailed 
and continuing study to determine 
whether and to what degree provisions 
or the treaty could be monitored by the 
United States. 

As a matter of underlying philosophy, 
we considered it critical that our recon
naissance systems be able 1.i1J ::. ..... ,...l-' .. .Y uc
tailed and timely information about So
viet activities subject to the terms of the 
treaty and that the methods of collecting 
such information be sufficiently sophis
ticated to give the United States early 
warning of potential danger. 
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Because of the very sensitive nature 
of the methods and procedures used in 
gathering intelligence information, I am 
not authorized to discuss with you in this 
discussion how we achieve verification of 
Soviet compliance with treaty provisions. 

However, speaking only for myself, I 
can say with full confidence that we 
have the physical means to seriously and 
effectively consider strategic weapons 
control agreements with the Soviets. In 
other words, we have the capability to 
achieve acceptable verification. In addi
tion, policymakers can receive the timely 
and detailed information necessary to 
plan for deterring or responding to pos
sible hostile enemy action. 

The arms race between the two great 
superpowers continues, each side deter
mined to deny the other a decisive ad
vantage and devoting vast resources, the 
best minds, and the latest technology to 
the effort. The tragic irony is that as 
each side increases its forces, the delicate 
nuclear balance becomes more unstable 
and the chance of war increases. 

There is no miraculous diplomatic cure 
that can halt this process immediately 
and for all time. But there is a sane and 
practical alternative to the situation we 
see today. In Frost's terms, it is a road 
"less traveled by" and leads to strategic 
arms control through mutual agreement. 
That is the one I intend to travel. I hope 
you will join me and that "somewhere 
ages and ages hence" you will be able to 
say "that has made all the difference."• 

JOSEPH B. DANZANSKY 
e Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, it is a 
double burden to inform the Senate of 
the death of a man who was both a per
sonal friend and an associate in many 
public causes. I feel a private loss, but I 
also can estimate the public loss of the 
presence and services of a remarkable 
man who was dedicated to the best inter
ests of the entire national capital area. 
The death yesterday of Joseph Baer 
Danzansky deprives the Washington 
community of a leader of impressive 
dimensions. 

My own contacts with Joe Danzansky 
have been many and varied. When he 
led the Metropalitan Board of Trade, 
we :.1e~essarily met often on projects that 
came before the District Committee. His 
commitment to the community was ob
vious, but the accuracy of his observa
tion and the value of his recommenda
tions was remarkable. We all owe him a 
great deal and I acknowledge my debt at 
this time of farewell. 

I submit the following editorial from 
today's Washington Post for the RECORD: 

JOSEPH BAER DANZANSKY 

The title was never ofilclal, but Joseph 
B. Danzansky was a Washington City Father 
if we've ever known one. Even ln the last 
hours before his death yesterday at th& age 
o! 65, Mr. Danzansky was doing what he 
loved best-promoting his native c'1ty as if it 
were his .firstborn. On this occasion it was 
as a leader in the development of Pennsyl
vania Avenue, at a meeting he began With 
his characteristic exuberance; but in the 
many days and years before this meeting, it 
was as a civil cheerleader and .financial 
big-heart ln every corner of the commu
nity. 

New arrivals to this city may not realize 
the significance, years back, of Mr. Danzan
sky's all-embracing love for the city and 
its people. But it still holds special mean
ing for those whose lives were once made 
very uncomfortable-financially, racially, 
socially-in a segregated town. His tall 
frame and broad grin stood out at count
less civic gatherings-from basements to 
board rooms, from sports events to-yes
civic disorders , leaning forward to under
s tand and then to assist. 

In business as in community service, Mr. 
Danzansky. went to extra lengths to include 
all people. His extraordinary success as a 
businessman not only was good for the 
economic health of the city, but demon
strated the strength of a concerned partner
ship of local business interests and the peo
ple they serve. This philosophy, coupled 
with the worthy causes to which he gave 
time and money, was instrumental in break
ing down racial barriers and introducing two 
"Washingtons" to each other. So it was 
that the Metropolitan Washington Board 
of Trade began to be transformed from a 
tight, white club of frightened business
men headed for suburbia into a group start
ing to reach out and rebuild after the dis
orders of the 1960s. 

Baseball. Banking. The United Way. Giant. 
WETA. The Jewish Community. Every Dis
trict commissioner and the two elected 
mayors. The list of causes and activities and 
awards is vast. Working for Washington, 
committing himself to lts prosperity, solldar
lty and general welfare--that was what Joe 
Danzansky was all about all the time. He 
can't be replaced.• 

JOE DANZANSKY 
e Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
yesterday the Washington area and in 
fact, the Nation, suffered a tremendous 
loss with the death of Joseph B. Dan
zansky. For many years it had been my 
extreme honor to know and to work with 
Joe on many projects. 

In a society where too many times we 
hear the phrase "business is business," 
Joe Danzansky was a shining example of 
what a businessman should be. He put 
people first and foremost, whether it was 
in his business or in his civic endeavors. 
He was a pioneer in consumerism, show
ing the way for many other firms in an 
area that was strongly resisted by many 
companies dealing with the public. 

In an address at the Smithsonian In
stitution, quoted in today's Washington 
Post, Joe chided businessmen for resist
ing consumer advocates and said: 

After repeated frustration, the awakening 
comes and business reappraises lts en
trenched viewpoint. It realizes that service to 
the consumer ls lts first obllgatlon if it is to 
grow and prosper. It realizes that the best 
way to cope With the problems ls to look at 
the allegations seriously, give responsible 
consumer spokesmen a fair hearing, and 
make a serious effort to do something con
structive to correct any shortcomings. 

He followed a policy of brotherhood 
and humanitarianism in all facets of his 
life. His life was an example of courage 
for all of us to follow. He stood up against 
the tides of racism that plagued our cities 
in the volatile sixties and emerged as a 
champion and a friend of the disad
vantaged. 

His personal courage was exemplified 
in the fact thait he remained active in his 
pursuit of progress for his beloved city 
even though his health was waning. It 

was a measure of his dedication that only 
hours before his untimely death he had 
presided at a meeting of the Pennsyl
vania Ave. Development Corp. which is 
spearheading the redevelopment of one 
of the city's potentially great areas. 

He brought Washington area people 
together in countless ways, especially 
after the trauma suffered. in the riots of 
1968. He helped stem the flight of fright
ened businessmen from the community 
and urged all peoples to work together 
for the good of his beloved city. 

No finer tribute to Joe and his family 
could be found than in the closing words 
of today's editorial in the Washington 
Post. 

The llst of causes and activities and awards 
ls vast. Working for Washington, committing 
himself to its prosperity, solidarity and gen
eral welfa.re--that was what Joe Danza.nsky 
was all about all the time. He can't be re
placed. 

Mr. President, I offer my heartfelt con
dolences to Joe's lovely wife, Ethel, his 
two sons and his grandchildren. Their 
loss is also our loss. And I ask that the 
editorial "Joseph Baer Danzansky" in 
today's Washington Post be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The editorial follows: 
JOSEPH BAER DANZANSKY 

The title was never official, but Joseph 
B . Danzansky was a Washington City Father 
if we've ever known one. Even in the last 
hours before his death yesterday at the 
age of 65, Mr. Danzansky was doing what he 
loved best-promoting his native city as if lt 
were his firstborn. On this occasion it was 
as a leader in the development of Pennsyl
vania Avenue, at a meeting he began with 
his characteristic exubera,.nce; but in the 
many days and years before this meeting, 
it was as a civic cheerleader and financial 
big-heart ln every corner of the communi
ty. 

New arrivals to this city may not realize 
the significance, years back, of Mr. Dan
zansky's all-embracing love for the city and 
its people. But it stlll holds special meaning 
for those whose llves were once made very 
uncomfortable--financially, racially, social
ly-in a segregated town. His tall frame and 
broad grin stood out at countless c1v1c 
gatherings-from basements to board rooms, 
from sports events to--yes--civtc disorders, 
leaning forward to understand and then to 
assist. 

In business as in comm.unity service, Mr. 
Danzansky went to extra lengths to include 
all people. Hls extraordinary suocess as a 
businessman not only was good. for the 
economic health of the city, but demon
strated the strength of a concerned. partner
ship of local business tnterests and the peo
ple they serve. This philosophy, coupled 
with the worthy causes to which he gave 
time and money, was instrumental in break
ing down racial barriers and introducing two 
"Washingtons" to each other. So it was that 
the Metropolltan Washington Board of 
Trade began to be transformed. from a tight, 
white club of frightened businessmen 
headed for suburbia into a group starting 
to reach out and rebuild after the disorders 
of the 1960s. 

Baseball. Banking. The United Way. Giant. 
WETA. The Jewish Comm.unity. Every Dis
trict com.m.tsstoner and the two elected 
mayors. The llst of causes and actlvltles and 
a.wards ls vast. Working for Washington, 
committing himself to its prosperity, 
solidarity and general wel!are--that was 
what Joe Danzansky was all asbout all the 
time. He can't be replaced.e 
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LIFE IN CONTEMPORARY CHINA 

e Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, American 
contact with China has not diminished 
the desire of the American people to find 
out more about this ancient country and 
its people. To the contrary, all aspects 
of Chinese life are the subject of fascina
tion and speculation. 

Mr. President, I have come across an 
interesting and informative article on 
life in contemporary China by David 
Finkelstein. I submit the following which 
appeared in the September 10 issue of the 
New Yorker, to be printed in full in the 
RECORD. 

The article follows: 
WHEN THE SNOW THAWS 

Over the centuries, China has often been 
the subject of Western fantasy. In their 
own way, a number of scholars, journalists, 
and other travellers have perpetuated this 
tradition in recent years, rushing to redis
cover the country after its long period of 
isolation. Some of these visitors, justifiably 
impressed by the Communists' achievements 
in eliminating the exploitative aspects of 
pre-1949 mandarin society, propagated the 
view that the revolution, after its initial 
successes, had continued to "serve the peo
ple," and that China was "the wave of the 
future"-a compelllng alternative to the dis
order and materiallsm of contemporary West
ern society. 

Human rights were not at issue, they 
argued, because such Western concepts were 
inapplicable to China. In the past year, how
ever, the Chinese have begun to speak for 
themselves, and they are conveying quite a 
different picture. In the view of many of its 
own people, China ls a backward and repres
sive nation. "China ls Asia's Gulag Archipel
ago," an elderly Chinese scholar said to me 
shortly after I had arrived in China last 
spring. "I was in Germany right after the 
Second World War, and I saw •the horrors of 
Buchenwald and other concentration camps. 
In a way-in its destruction of the human 
spirit these past two decades-China has 
been even worse.'' 

Paradoxically, the utopia is now Amenca. 
The traditional Chinese sense of moral su
periority has given way, it seems, to an 
equally unhealthy lack of self-esteem. "Com
pared tp you, we Chinese are really stupid," 
a traAn conductor said to me, bemoaning the 
"fact" that Americans learned faster from 
books than Chinese did. Americans visiting 
China no longer need defensively recite the 
strengths of their society; rather, they find 
th~mselves dn the curious position of having 
to point out that America., too, has faults. 

Obviously, the time ls right for visiting 
China. Yet, despite the country's sudden new 
wave of cordlaldty, the average traveller, who 
must join a package-tour group to get there, 
remains very much isolated from the people. 
Most visitors-who fly from place to place 
(air travel costs foreigners two to three times 
the a.mount that Chinese pay), eat in special 
drlning rooms, and a.re escorted to scenic or 
historic sites in Japanese-made minibuses
find that their contact ls limited primarily 
to China's tourist personnel. But even visi
tors fortunate enough, as I was, to a.void 
group tours generally travel by plane or by 
train in luxury compartments and are also 
isolated from any substantial contact with 
what the Chinese call "the masses." 

As the Ford Foundation's China special
ist-and a Chinese rlnterpreter under con
tract to the State Department-I had first 
visited the country in 1975, but that trip 
had yielded little in the way of information 
about ordinary Chrlnese citizens. Visits to 
Potemkin-vlllage communes, model factories, 
and new housing developments-hardly 
tourist attractions in other countries-were 
orchestrated and meaningless, and were ac-

companied by a barrage of official propa
ganda about the success of the socrlalist 
revolution, the sanctity of the principle of 
"self-reliance," and the evil influence of 
everything foreign . Today, travelllng in 
China can be str:lkingy different. Provided 
that their Chinese is adequate, travellers 
who manage to sidestep the government 
travel agency can set out on their own-by 
"hard class" train, boat, and bus-to profit 
from China's new openness and the almost 
insatiable desire of the Chinese for conver
satA.on. 

Except for some fore!gners studying in 
China, few visitors have had the opportunity 
or the inclination to travel in this way, so 
when an Australian friend and I received a 
personal invitation from a diplomat in Pe
king--0ne of the few ways individual travel
lers can enter the country-we decided to 
undertake such a trip. The journey, lasting 
nearly two months, covering seven thousand 
miles , and passing through a number of 
areas only recently opened to foreign travel
lers, took us from Canton, in the south, to 
Peking and Tianjin (Tlentsln) , in the north
east, and then southwest through Sichuan 
(Szechwan) to the remote province of Yun
nan, east down the Yangtse River to Shang
hai, and, finally, to the scenic southern city 
of Guilln (Kweilln). 

The trip began in Hong Kong, where the 
business community is full of optimistic talk 
about China's development plans and the 
major role that the Crown Colony ls likely 
to play in the "four modernlzations"--0f 
industry, agriculture, science and technol
ogy, and the m111tary. Estimates of the 
amount that China will have to borrow by 
1985 to achieve "mechanization" have 
ranged from, in American terms, six hun
dred blllion dollars to the more recent figure 
of twenty blllion dollars. The country's for
eign-debt obligations are currently a modest 
eleven per cent of its export earnings, but 
they could balloon considerably beyond 
twenty per cent-a figure that the financial 
community considers prudent-if forelgn
exchange earnings do not keep pace with 
China's borrowing. The problems are ob
vious: if China is to realize its goals, it will 
have to develop capital, technical and mana
gerial skllls, and export markets. "In terms 
of financing as well as of human rights, 1979 
and 1980 wlll be crucial years for China," 
one of Hong Kong's most prominent inter
national bankers said to me. 

Though the rail line from Hong Kong now 
goes straight through to Canton, most trains 
stm stop at the border, and passengers, al
most as 1f replaying Mao's Long March, have 
to trudge across the Lowu Bridge on foot , 
many of them carrying their own luggage. 
A number of those entering China are so
called Overseas Chinese and, in China's 
status-laden lexicon, the even lowlier Hong 
Kong and Macao brethren. Returning to see 
relatives, they sag under the weight of color 
TV sets and other modern appliances incon
gruously dangling from traditional bamboo 
shoulder poles. The Chinese, hungering for 
consumer goods after years of deprivation, 
try to make the most of visits from family 
outside. The visitors bring in food as well. 
A woman in Canton told me, "Most of the 
quality eggs and pork produced in Guang
dong [ Kwangtung] Province are exported to 
Hong Kong for foreign currency, so I can't 
easily get them here. Fortunately, my cous
ins who live there bring some back for me." 

In Chinese railway stations, there is an 
upstairs-downstairs distinction. The area up
stairs is generally reserved for "foreign 
guests" and Chinese dignitaries. The rooms
large and impersonal-are furnished with 
little more than oversize linen-covered arm
chairs and ubiquitous spittoons. Foreigners 
we.it in comfortable seclusion in these recep
tion halls until guides come to escort them 
to specially segregated compartments on 

their trains. On the Chinese side of the bor
der, I asked a teen-age waitress in the station 
for directions to the ticket window. Surprised 
that my companion and I hadn't bought our 
tickets in Hong Kong, she offered to take us 
to a China Travel Service office just down the 
hall . When we refused, she did not insist-as 
she undoubtedly would have a year ago--but 
willingly directed us to the ticket office used 
by the masses, downstairs. There the ticket 
for the ninety-minute ride to Canton cost 
the equivalent of four dollars and fifty cents. 
If we had bought our tickets through the 
China Travel Service's Hong Kong office, the 
trip would have -cost twenty-seven dollars-
six times as much. 

In contrast to the staid upstairs, the down
stairs section was chaotic. Throngs of Chi
nese, some with what seemed to be all 
their earthly belongings-including terrified 
bound-up chickens and quacking ducks-
filled the area. Scurrying around the station 
were mothers with infants strapped to their 
backs or clutched nursing at the breast; 
fathers with infants in their arms; grand
mothers and grandfathers holding babbling 
youngsters by the hand. Even little children 
no more than five years old, their legs wob
bling under the weight, uncomplainingly 
carried infant brothers or sisters on their 
backs, occasionally pausing to reach around 
and console with a gentle pat those who were 
crying. (China discourages early marriage-
before twenty-eight for men and twenty-five 
for women-and propagandizes through wall 
graffiti and posters everywhere that "one 
child is best, two is the most.'' In addition, 
birth-control pills and condoms free for the 
taking are available in clearly marked boxes 
sitting on drugstore counters. Even though 
the condoms are generally considered to be 
of poor quality, birth-control pamphlets 
given to young couples recommend that, for 
reasons of economy, they be washed and re
used. The effect of these efforts on popula
tion growth isn't obvious-China ls children. 
At least seventeen mlllion babies are born 
each year.) Above the general clatter rose 
the unappetizing sounds and sights of people 
coughing, constantly hawking, and spitting 
and blowing their noses on the floor. Heedless 
of pervasive propaganda designed to discour
age unhygienic behavior, parents also held 
undianered babies spread-eagle in their arms 
to allow them to urinate on the floor through 
split-seam pants. China remains a terribly 
poop ne'l.-c:si.nt sor.ietv. and Utt.le distinction ill 
made between the floor of a station or a res
ta,,rant and the earth. 

Fortunately, because foreigners tn down
stalrg China a.re still rare and Chinese travel
lers stop their customary elbowing and shov
ing to stare-and even to offer assistance-
we had no trouble making our way to the 
proper train. As we neared Canton, the coun
trvslde looked lovely and fertile, but by the 
time we reached the station rain had begun 
to fall, and the city itself seemed dismal and 
dreary. We spent the better part of the day 
sloshing around Sha Mlan Island, in the 
Pearl River-a narrow, tree-lined strip of 
land about half a mile long, which is con
nected to the city's crowded southwestern 
section by two small bridges. The island
formerly the site of the French and British 
concessions--stlll has something of the air 
of a European village. Sha Mlan's once mag
nificent mansions have been converted into 
schools and administrative offices, and have 
deteriorated over the years, but even in decay 
they retain a certain elegance. Guides never 
fail to mention to tourists that before "lib
eration," in 1949, Chinese were excluded from 
the isl.and and from other concession and 
legation areas in China. The guides ap
parently see no irony in the fact that the 
masses are now excluded by their own gov
ernment from a number of choice spots (in 
hotels, restaurants, trains) reserved for for
eigners. 

Before catching the evening train to 
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Peking, we had dinner at Bel Yuan, or the 
North Garden, one of canton's fancier res
taurants. I had eaten at Bel Yuan during my 
1975 trip. but at that time I had been re
stricted to a separate guest room. where I 
had eaten a lonely meal while the inesca.p
a.ble Travel Service escort. refusing my in
vitation to share the dinner, looked on in
differently. This time, after only the slight
est resists.nee on the part of the restaurant 
management, my Australian friend and I 
were ushered into the ma.in room, where we 
ate in the company of the masses. The blll, 
for China., was on the high side-about eight 
dollars for soup and three dishes. Even 
though a number of American food critics 
have praised the fare at Bel Yuan, we were 
unimpressed; a dish of fresh shrimp. for in
stance, came overladen with monosodlum 
glutamate. Unfortunately. most visitors 
never get beyond the few restaurants 
specially selected for tourists, some of which 
are now so booked up that foreign residents 
in the country have difilculty getting reser
vations. If language were not a barrier, for
eigners willing to forgo such amenities as 
white tablecloths and ignore the bones, 
scraps of food, and other litter cluttering the 
floors of the more popular eating places could 
sample superb cuislne--and looa.l color-in 
countless restaurants throughout the coun
try. Prices in .such places range from half 
a dollar to three dollars and fifty cents a 
person-a.bout a. sixth of what tourists usu
ally pay in the dining rooms and restaurants 
set aside for them. 

On the Canton-to-Peking line, the "hard 
bed" reservations-second cla.ss, in cla.ssless 
Chinese soclety--ha.d been sold out three 
days in advance. At forty-five dollars for a. 
one-way ticket, it was the best buy. One al
ternative to hard bed was to travel "hard 
seat," or third class, which would have meant 
sitting upright on straight-backed wooden 
benches for thirty-four hours packed togeth
er with about a. hundred and twenty other 
people, but that seemed to be overdoing the 
quest for contact. even at the bargain price 
of twenty dollars. Later, we did travel hard 
seat for fourteen painful hours through Sl
chuan, from Chengdu {Chengtu) to Chong
qing {Chungklng), on a rail line completed 
by forced labor in the early nineteen-fifties. 
For the trip to Peking, however-fourteen 
hundred mlle8-'We decided to travel "soft 
bed." (On short runs, "soft seat" ls the ftrst
cla.ss alternative.) The price was eighty dol
lars, and we were isolated from the masses
we were in a. compartment with four fairly 
comfortable bunks-but we rationalized our 
choice with the reflection that it was only 
for one leg of the journey, and at lea.st it was 
preferable to the plane. 

The trip north by train is time-consuming, 
but there ls no better way for visitors to grasp 
the fact that eighty per cent of China's popu
lation ls rural (though eighty-eight per cent 
of the land is not cultivated) . The train 
passes through Hunan, with its rugged, ter
raced hills and lush green paddy fields, 
through the provinces of Hubel (Hupeh) and 
Henan (Honan), and finally enters Hebel 
(Hopei)-a. wheat-producing region that ls 
drier and more severe-looking than the prov
inces to the south. The train crawled by 
countless clusters of primitive mud-brick 
huts. their . roofs--.some tiled, some 
tha.tched~teaming in the early-morning 
drizzle and their chimne~ emitting wisps of 
smoke. Eighty per cent of the people in 
China.--the total population ls nearing a bil
lion-spend all their working energy simply 
growing the food that the country needs in 
order to survive. Rarely has such virtue 
emerged from such necessity; the variety and 
the ingenuity of Chinese cooking are prod
ucts not of abundance but of mllennial 
scarcity. Though many basic foodstuffs are 
either rationed or simply not avallable, the 
dining car on the train offered 9, selection of 
about seventy Chinese dishes and an equal 
number of Western ones. (Such ls the pro-

American mania in China today that as we 
were pondering our choices for one meal the 
waiter asked, .. -sn't American food tastier 
than Chinese food?") Even in rural China, 
however, there were signs of an increasing 
urbanity: at Hankou (Hankow), five huge 
bags of orange plastic hair curlers were sit
ting on a station platform. It seems that 
"cold perm" and wavy hair styles have been 
catching on throughout the country since 
1977, soon after the Gang of Four-Jiang 
Qing, Wang Hongwen, Yao Wenyuan, and 
Zhang Qunqiao--were overthrown. 

In Peking, Western culture ls flourishing 
these days. Mao Zedong had hoped in his life
time to transform China from a backward 
and bureaucratic society victimized by a. cen
tury of imperialism into a new, egalitarian 
state, a unique Chinese Communist culture, 
and in 1949 he began t.o eradicate "decadent" 
Western influences. The movement to destroy 
every vestige of "bourgeois" culture, includ
ing movies and music, reached its xenophobic 
peak, however, only during the Cultural Rev
olution, which la.sted from 1966 untll the 
overthrow of the Gang of Four. Right up tm 
then, Chinese university students, when their 
foreign roommates played Beethoven and 
other Western composers, would invariably 
parrot the Party line by criticizing the re
cordings as "awful bourgeois music." Now, if 
they're lucky enough to be in work units that 
have access to TV, young Chinese sit listen
ing and watching as the Boston Symphony 
and other orchestras play to audiences of 
elite Shanghai and Peking bureaucrats. 
(Music lovers who attend such events pa.y
if they are not among the favored few-the 
black-market price of up to eight dollars, or 
a. little less than the average weekly wage, for 
a ticket that originally cost twenty-five 
cents.) The Chinese also get a dally radio 
dose of selections from, say, "Swa.n Lake" 
and "The Sound of Music," along with nar
rations of the plots. as well as a perplexlngly 
diverse assortment of old country-and
Western hlts--lncludlng one, in this family
orlented country, that has the refrain "I 
don't need no man." other forms of enter
tainment, too, are much in evidence. Movie 
houses running old foreign films-a recent 
one was Olivier's "Ha.mlet"-are packed night 
and day. University students who in their 
philosophy classes hotly debate the pros a.nd 
cons of Chairman Mao surreptitiously devour 
Erica Jong's novels and any others they can 
lay their hands on-often to the embarrass
ment of their language teachers from abroad, 
who never thought they would be interpret
ing such works in this puritanical strong
hold. And people everywhere are learning the 
waltz and the foxtrot. 

Beyond their passion for Western enter
tainment, the Chinese are also rediscovering 
their own culture. As a.n admirer and some
time translator of one of China's greatest 
modern authors, Lao She. whose "Rickshaw 
Boy" was a best-seller in America in the 
nineteen-forties, I paid a visit to his widow. 
Mme. Hu Jie-Qing, now seventy-four. In 
October of 1966, when the Red Guards un
leashed by Mao at the onset of the Cultural 
Revolution were conducting an orgy of beat
ings, torture, and murder, Lao She com
mitted suicide. Mme. Hu. a. teacher of 
Chinese literature and a. painter of some 
renown, ~scaped unharmed-she told me 
she had been protected by Premier Zhou En
lai and his supporters, who were far more 
sympathetic than Mao to intellectuals and 
were aghast at Red Guard excesses. Mme. 
Hu lives in a small; pleasant house n-ear the 
center of Peking. After tea at her home and 
a fine dinner at a nearby restaurant, I a.c- · 
companied her to the opening-night per
formance of a revival of her late husband's 
play "The Teahouse." Written in the 

.nineteen-fifties and la.st staged in 1962, 
when it was becoming increasingly unfash
ionable to be an intellectual-teahouses 
were often frequented by intellectuals-the 
slice-of-life ckama spans the fifty-year 

transition from the last decade of ·Manchu 
rule to the eve of the Communist vict.ory. 
Not all of Lao She's work survived the Cul
tural Revolution. The only extant Chinese 
copy of one manuscript was destroyed during 
that period, and a. new Chinese version ts 
now, paradoxically, being reconstructed from 
its English translation. 

Despite all the excitement surrounding the 
current cultural upsurge, not everyone in 
Peking ls happy with the course of events. 
As recent police crackdowns have so pain
fully shown-freedom-of-speech demonstra
tors dragged off to jail and Chinese taken 
away from international dances for ques
tioning, presumably to discourage too inti
mate a relationship with foreigners-the 
Chinese political pendulum swings . both 
ways. Even before the arrests began, signs 
of reaction were evident in newspa:per edi
torials and radio commentaries "We want 
no part of capltallst democra.cy," a. typical 
editorial insisted. "We want to combine de
mocracy with the dictatorship of the prole
tariat." In recent months, a. number of 
American lawyem have been invited to 
China. to advise Chinese oftlclals on matters 
relating to foreign investment in joint busi
ness ventures, and when they remark that 
this attitude bodes m for the future the 
response from their hosts ls merely a poUte 
nod. Obviously, the struggle among the 
leadership over the latest "correct line" ls 
far from resolved. 

At the other end of the spectrum are those 
who think things ha.ven't gone far enough. 
One young artist, whose works seemed sus
piciously derivative of van Gogh in some 
cases and of American abstractionists in 
others but who insisted they were inspired 
only by his many years in labor camps, com
plained that he and fellow-artists elsewhere 
in China were stlll not e.llowed to exhibit 
their paintings openly {though one Sunday 
he did put some of his paintings up on 
"democracy wall," the scene of much of the 
past yea.r's ferment) and were constantly 
harassed by the secret police. When asked 
what he intended to do about the situation, 
he replied glibly, a.ping the serious dissidents 
in the Soviet Union, "I'll send my paintings 
abroad, get arrested, and hope the interna
tional community will take up my case." 
Victims of the Anti-Rightists Campaign, in 
the late nineteen-fifties, and of the subse
quent Cultural Revolution generally express 
themselves in a. more Chinese way. however
most notably by pasting laboriously written 
posters on walls in Peking and ln virtually 
every other city in the land. These posters in
clude ·1urld accounts of torture and sexual 
abuse during the late sixties. demands for the 
punishment of indivlctuals considered re
soonslble--they are often named-and pleas 
for the redress of injustices involving, for ex
ample, workers who have lost jobs or pos
sessions, and elderly people forced to become 
beggars. (Some of the commentary is in a. 
lighter vein. A drawing of Chairman Mao's 
huge mausoleum was pasted on "democracy 
wall" one morning with the caption "The 
Rest of Us Have Housing Problems.") Still, 
the wall posters may not suggest the true ex
tent of people's dismay; random conversa
tions I had gave me the impression that 
almost everyone ha.s a horrifying personal 
tale to tell. 

My Australian friend and I visited a promi
nent eighty-year-old doctor whose home and 
belongings had been summarily confiscated 
in 1966 despite his years of service to the 
state. He and his son's famlly of six had then 
been forced to move into three unim.aglna.bly 
squalid, cramped, and 111-hea.ted rooms with 
ce111ngs of paper, and with no running water 
and no tollet--a far cry from the model 
housing project for workers (which itself 
was pretty basic) that I had been shown on 
my previous visit. "No place for a. house
pa.rty," he said, with e. wry grin, as he took 
us down a muddy lane that led to his quar
ters. "They say the several medical books I 
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wrote will soon be rehab111tated and my be
longings returned, yet that seldom happens. 

In some instances, the government has 
offered reimbursements, but it has given 
only a. tiny fraction of the value of the con
fiscated goods. In any case, my home, just 
a.cross the street, is occupied and will never 
be returned. Population pressures a.re just 
too great." Expressing contempt for the gov
ernment propaganda. that blamed the Gang 
of Four for the sad state of present-day 
China., the doctor continued, "The current 
leaders a.re trying to change things now, but 
they're the ones who brought it all on. 
Changing the situation wlll 1be very ha.rd 
and very slow. As the proverb goes, 'when 
the snow thaws, the road ls muddy.'" The 
problem ls compounded by the fa.ct that 
although the leadership and the people want 
a change, middle-level burea.uctats aren't 
moving. "These cadres ha.ve been stung so 
many times they're afraid to take a. position 
now. And in a.ny event a. change might jeop
ardize their own interests," the doctor con
tinued. Quoting another proverb, he said, 
"The ends a.re hot, but the middle ls cold.'' 

The next evening, we had dinner at the 
home of a middle-aged couple, both of wh.om 
a.re fairly high-level members of the Com
munist Party. "Though we were innocent of 
any crime, we both spent four yea.rs in 
prison," the wife said, almost nonchalantly. 
I had heard elsewhere tha.t their son, who 
had publicly denounced them, had recently 
committed suicide. Indeed, I heard rumors 
throughout my journey-rumors being a. ma
jor source of information in China., with its 
controlled press-to the effect that there 
have been a number of suicides lately among 
young Chinese; many of them are reported 
to be bewildered by the drama.tic political 
turnabout and overwhelmed by feelings of 
guilt and despair. In view of these circum
stances, a. number of student-age Chinese are 
known to be looking for an opportunity to 
leave the country, and that perhaps explains 
why, the evening after an official announce
ment la.st winter that Chinese could marry 
foreigners, a group of young Chinese women 
at Peking University took the highly unusual 
step of hanging out in front of a. men's dor
mitory where several foreign students lived. 
Moreover, those Chinese who were recruited 
for the universities from the ranks of "work
ers, peasants, and soldiers" under a now 
discredited program fostered by Mao must 
also find the current situation unsettling . 
Brought up to believe that they would be 
the vanguard in the triumph of ideology over 
"decadent" culture, they a.re now being 
shunted a.side, in the interests of moderniza
tion, to make room for those with expertise. 

One day, on a. short side trip to Tianjin, a 
port city a.bout sixty miles southeast of 
Peking, I asked a. young friend how so many 
children could have been induced to de
nounce their parents. "Easy," he replied. 
"They were me.de to believe that their lives 
would have been a lot more comfortable if 
their parents had been better people--of a. 
different class-before liberation. So out of 
frustration they blamed their parents for all 
their troubles." Another friend in Tianjin 
complained, "I've been buffeted by this sys
tem for so long now--0ne movement after 
another since the early fifties-that my mind 
ls no longer functioning properly. I doubt if 
I'll ever again be capable of thinking clearly." 
While there ls little question that large num
bers of Chinese have been numbed by yea.rs 
of propaganda, there ls also evidence that 
some people have maintained a clearheaded 
view of events. "Thirty yea.rs a.go, most stu
dents were enthusiastic about the Commu
nists," one man said. "But now, after being 
told for so long that socialism is superior, 
these same people look around and .:;ee noth
ing at all to indicate its superiority. No won
der young people today a.re cynical. No won-
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der some a.re suggesting that even the 
Guomlndang [Kuomintang) might have 
been better. One thing ls certain-they want 
a change." 

Walking one day in the drab rural out
skirts of Peking, I knocked at the door of a 
small cottage to a.sk directions. An elderly, 
almost toothless man answered, a.nd he in
vited me in for what turned out to be a two
hour conversation. A scientist who had re
turned from America after the Second World 
War with a Ph.D. in mathematics, he had 
hoped to serve the Communist cause by help
ing to rebuild China.. Instead, after a decade 
of work, he wa.s labelled a. rightist and sen
tenced to twenty years at hard labor, from 
which he had only recently been released 
"Since I wa.s considered a 'big rightist,' I 
haven't yet got my reha.bllitatlon certificate, 
a.s some 'small rightists' have," he told me. 
"My 'crimes' were twofold: praising American 
science, and stressing how important aca
demic freedom ls to scientific inquiry. Now 
these 'crimes' seem to be the correct line." 
He chuckled, and added, "Though who knows 
for how long?" 

If more people had stood firm, as he had, 
I asked, would the sa.me thing have 
happened? 

"It wouldn't have mattered," he replied. 
"M1111ons did stand firm, but we were stlll 
broken." He paused to reflect, and then, re
ferring to the brief period in 1957 when Mao 
solicited criticism of the Party from the in
tellectual elite, went on, "But if we hadn't 
done what we did then, there would be no 
liberalization now. The Hundred Flowers 
Movement led inexorably to the Cultural 
Revolution and to the present reaction 
against that madness." 

Dldn'~ that provide some consolation? 
"No," he said listlessly. "It's too late for us. 

Two generations have been lost-my chil
dren, too, have suffered. Because of my 
'crimes,' they were denied an education. One 
ls a bus driver, and the other works in a 
factory.'' 

As I was leaving, I noticed that my host 
he.cl a portrait of Mao hanging on the wall, 
and I asked him why. 

"My wife stlll thinks l.Jt's the safest thing 
to do," he said. "If I he.cl my way, I'd tear 
that picture to shreds." 

We were able to get ha.rd-bed reservations 
for the nineteen-hour trip from Peking to 
the historic city of Xian (Slan). Our lntro
duatlon to hard-bed travel proved to be some
thing of a shock. The car was crammed to 
capacity-a rolUng dormitory with twenty 
rows of two-foot-wide wooden slabs, stacked 
in tiers of three along one wall, for beds. 
Parents travelling with their children often 
save money by squeezing two and three to a. 
bunk. But the la.ck of creature comforts ls 
partly compensated for by a. spirit of cama.
re.clerie that develops a.fter several hours of 
this close communa.1 confinement. "We Chi
nese are very warm people and enjoy ex
pressing our warmth,'' a middle-aged woman 
told me. "These pa.st few yea.rs, we've been 
frustrated, because we haven't been per
mitted to express ourselves-even within 
our own families." The Chinese masses re
main highly political, yet to some extent the 
ascendance of Deng Xiaoping, with his em
phasis on "modernization,'' has liberated 
them from the ideological constraints that 
were so eviderut until recently. People now 
seem spontaneous and free of a.fl'ectatlons in 
their social relationshlps---.a.ppeallng quali
ties that one hopes won't be suoplanted by 
Western concepts of "scmhlstloatlon" as the 
country modernizes or, if the modernization 
progra.m fails, by the sour misaruthropy prev
alent in the Soviet Union. 

On the train to Xian, the day's radio !are
broadcast over loudspeakers ln each car-was 
mercifully lacking in the monotonous ideo
logical propagaa:i.da. that in past years was un
avoidable. After the playing or the popular 
anthem "The East Is Red" a..nd fifteen min-

utes of "news"-reports on agricultural pro
duction, accounts of meetings between hlgh
ranking figures-the bulk of the program
ming consisted of traditional Chinese comedy 
(often a bantering dialogue between a comic 
and a straight man), music from other parts 
of Asia am.d from the West, and talks that 
were virtually elementary-school lessons de
scribing life in other countries. To the aver
age Chinese, whose life for the most pa.rt ls 
confined to the area. around his v111age, the 
assumptions in some of these programs must 
seem incongruous. 

A program on the Phlllpplnes, for instance, 
began, "When you go to Manila, you will 
want to visit ... " Stlll, many Chinese do 
appear to be starved ~or knowledge about 
other parts of the world. It often happened 
that on trains or in public parks I was sur
rounded by large numbers of people and, in 
response to their questions, spent hours at a. 
time describing conditions in Taiwan and 
elsewhere or discussing the political and eco
nomic situation in America. Once, in a.rg1.l-
1ng that Nixon was the American equivalent 
of the Gang of Four, because he he.cl tried to 
subvert the Constitution, I mentioned his 
earlier enmity to the Chinese Communists. 
"That's strange,'' one young man said. "Our 
government told us that Nixon was always 
a staunch supporter." 

Most of our fellow-passengers on the Xian 
train were travelling on work-related errands 
that allowed them to enjoy the otherwise 
unaffordable perquisites of sightseeing en 
route and eating in good restaurants. (Pedi
cab drivers throughout China. usually ask 
riders whether their orga.nlza.tlon ls paying 
or whether they a.re paying their own way, 
and unabashedly charge higher fares to those 
on expense accounts.) And most of the pas. 
sengers were men. "Travelling in China. ls 
arduous, and women a.re not up to it" was the 
standard explanation, even though it was 
contra.dieted by the reality of the rural land
scape, where women regularly haul heavy 
carts a.long rutted lanes, like beasts of bur
den. One of the few female passengers travel
ling on buslnes&--6he was returning from a 
construction site-was accompanied by her 
four-year-old son. She maintained that she 
would have preferred to stay home if a male 
colleague had been available for the job. 

As an a.ccompanimen t to the new empha
sis on modernization, women a.re now being 
permitted-indeed, encouraged by blllboard 
and other advertising-to put a.side the short 
haircuts and drab garments of Cultural Rev· 
olution days for more stylish hairdos and for 
feminine, colorful clothes of a style fash
ionable in the West around 1950. (Paradoxi
cally, they a.re also being warned, through 
magazine cartoons and articles, against what 
ls apparently an increasingly common prac
tice of choosing husbands on the basis of 
their access to consumer goods.) Chinese of 
both sexes seem delighted with this cam
paign to prettify women, though whether it 
signals a. retreat from the pa.st few yea.rs' 
emphasis on male-female equality ls any
one's guess. 

The bunk a.cross from me was occupied by 
a young man travelling with his five-year-old 
daughter. On these long trips, as in almost 
every social setting in China, children are the 
center of everyone's attention. Yet for the 
most pa.rt they seem much less obtrusive and 
unma.n~eable than their Western cousins-
perhaps because of their early exposure to 
socialization in nurseries, kindergartens, and 
a. generally communal environment. Foreign 
tourists have marvelled at the apparent mood 
of contentment they observe on visits to 
model Chinese klndergar~ens, but not all 
Chinese parents are so unstinting ln their 
praise. "For children raised at home, usually 
by tbelr grandparents, our nursery-school 
system ls really quite cruel," the father told 
me. "Such children start attending nursery 
school at about the age of two-in contrast 
to infants who are consigned to nurseries 
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when they reach eight weeks-and they are 
admitted only one at a time, because they 
usually cry constantly for the first several 
weeks. Many kindergartens are staffed by 
untrained people who encourage the children 
to sleep most of the time, and that means 
that it's almost impossible to get them to 
sleep at night." Judging from the number of 
school-age youngsters who spend their days 
not ln class but pulling loads through city 
streets or engaged in other types of menial 
labor, there also seems to be some degree of 
dissatisfaction with China's system of uni
versal primary education. "Many parents re
fuse to send their children to school because 
they know that after graduation the kids are 
generally assigned to jobs far away from 
home," one mother explained. "These parents 
know it's wrong to put their children to work 
when they're so young, but they know that 
at least that way the family will never be 
separated. It's not easy to overcome this way 
of thinking, but eventually they'll be con
verted." It is also possible, of course, that 
this situation may prompt the government 
to revise its job-assignment policy so as to 
minimize the disruptive effects on families. 

After nineteen hours seated in a ha.rd-bed 
car, I was all too happy to spend several days 
sightseeing in Xian on foot, stra.phanglng on 
packed city buses or walking-anything, as 
long as it wasn't sitting. The city, a section 
of whose ancient walls stlll stands, ls situ
ated in an area adjacent to the Yellow River, 
where' Chinese civilization had lts origins. 
Despite a. population of about two million, 
Xian, like many cities in China's interior, 
creates the impression of being little more 
than a rural town. Its outskirts merge im
perceptibly with the surrounding country
side, and its numerous open-air markets dif
fer little from the descriptions of such places 
ce"lturies ag<> : razor-Wielding barbers indis
criminately shave the heads of all their cus
tomers; the occasional blind beggar beseeches 
alms: a village strong man demonstrates qi 
gong (martial-arts strength attributed to 
special breathing techniques) by pulverizing 
rocks in hls palms; and street musicians play 
ancient instruments for the odd handout. 

Tncreasing numbers of tourist groups are 
being attracted to Xian by an archeologica.l 
excavation that is under way at the re
cently discovered two-thousand-year-old 
tomb of Qln Shi Huang, the first emperor 
of a unified China.. Specialists at the site 
a'"lologize to visitors for the makeshift na
ture of the temporary exhibit (one simply 
walks precariously around the edge of the dig 
area). but no future display of fullv un
earthed figures will be able to match the 
awesome visual impact of countless clay war
riors in the process of emerging, as if alive, 
from centuries of entombment. 

During an afternoon at the site, I struck 
up a. conversation with a young Chinese 
woman, and, as so often happened , the talk 
turned to politics. But this woman. instead 
of blaming the Gang of Four for all the 
country's ills, as so many others had, was 
surprisingly thoughtful. "You'i·e right in 
questioning how, when there were over 
twenty members of the Politburo and three 
hundred members of the Central Commit
tee, iust four people could create such havoc 
in the country," she said in resoonse to a 
question. "I've been asking myself the same 
thing. You're also right in suggestifl.g that 
our newspapers are pure propaganda. 
Though things are somewhat better these 
days, the papers are not telllng us the facts 
now. any more than they did in the po.st .'' 
Then, with a. note o! anxiety, she added, "I! 
T should be overheard saying these thing~ 
r might-well be arrested." 

Clearly, though many Chinese are a.ban
donin~ caution in what seems to be an ur
gent effort to make their grievances known, 
in the hope that the situation wlll continue 

to improve and that China will become a 
more open society, many are still fearfully 
conscious of their vulnerability in a totali
tarian state. One middle-aged man said to 
me, at the conclusion of a. long and candid 
discussion in a. local bar, "The only reason 
I'm talking to you this way ls that I'm from 
another district , and no one in this place 
knows me. Jn. a minute, I'm going to gt!t on 
my bicycle and get the hell out of here." The 
depressing fact is that the masses, while 
sometimes refreshingly defiant, are i:::i gen
eral easily intimidated by the slightest show 
of authority---even that of officious, if well
meaning bus conductors who order Chinese 
passengers to relinquish their seats to em
barrassed foreigners. 

The hotel where foreigners stay in Xian 
is an enormous, drab structure that was con
structed in the late nineteen-fifties by the 
Russians, and it has the un'1maglna.tiveness 
and built-in decay common to Soviet social
ist architecture. By no means a major issue 
in the over-all scheme of things, China's 
hotel situation nonetheless reflects impor
tant aspects of the country's problems. Out
side Peking, the best hotels-which are stlll 
far below international standards-are the 
ones that were built in the early nineteen
hundreds by French and other foreign in
terests . Next in order of discomfort are the 
Russian monstrosities, and last come those 
built by the Chinese themselves. Most of the 
Chinese-built hotels are only a.bout three 
years old, but they were so shabbily con
structed and have been so poorly maintained 
that the rooms look at least ten times their 
age. But even these a.re far superior to the 
hotels used by the Chinese masses, where a. 
cot for the night, with few other amenities, 
can be had for as little as thirty-five cents. 
After inspecting a. few of those facilities, I 
wasn't at all unhappy a.bout being restricted 
to the more expensive quarters-sixteen dol
lars a night for double occupancy-that a.re 
provided for foreigners. If China. hopes to at
tract increasing numbers of tourists in order 
to earn convertible currency, the first step, 
as everyone seems to recognize, is to invite 
foreign interests to build the hotels required. 
But the logistical difficulties of importing 
entire hotels, item by item, and the further 
problems of management and maintenance 
suggest that the return on such an invest
ment would be limited, and, despite earlier 
optimism, international hotel corporations 
now seem to be waking up to that fact. To 
date, the only people who have actually com
mitted themselves to building hotels in 
China. a.re a few Overseas Chinese, among 
them one Hong Kong multimillionaire w'ho 
owns a substantial share of lucrative gam
bling establishments in Macao. 

Even after my exposure to the minimal 
standards of hard-bed travel on the trip to 
Xian, I was unprepared for the twenty-hour 
ha.rd-bed ride on the train from Xian to 
Chengdu. Having left Shanghai over thirty 
hours earlier, the train looked as woebegone 
and weary as its many passengers. Bunks are 
rarely vacant on these overnight trips, and 
mine had obviously been occupied the night 
before. As a spoiled foreigner, I asked for 
clean sheets, but the ones I was given were 
almost as tattered and gray as those they re
placed. This shouldn't have been a. surprise, 
for in rural areas laundry ls done in irriga
tion ditches and polluted rivers, and even in 
the cities most clothes are washed in cold 
wa.ter--and by Chinese standards soap is ex
pensive everywhere. The air was stagnant, 
and the car was clouded with layers of cigar
ette smoke. There is a high incidence of can
cer and hes.rt disease ln China., yet most 
Chinese men, and even many teen-age boys, 
smoke heavily. In fact, the clQSest thing to 
tipping in restaurants in China-which ls the 
world's largest producer and consumer o! 
tobacco-is the practice of offering cigarettes 
to waiters (but not waitresses, for few wom-

en smoke, at least in public). The govern
ment has imposed a heavy tax on tobacco, 
and until very recently it has done little to 
inform the public about the dangers of smok
ing. Less remiss where the links a.re less clear, 
the authorities have evidently thought it 
expedient, in view of the shortage of meat in 
China., to give wide publicity to an Ameri
can doctor's theory that the high consump
tion of meat increases the risk of cancer. 
There has been some progress on the no
smoking front, however: not long a.go, 
C.A.A.C. , the national airline stopped hand
ing out cigarettes to passengers on flights, 
and just last month the government, dis
turbe::l about the increase in smoking among 
teenagers and the rising rate of lung cancer, 
announced plans for an anti-smoking cam
paign. 

On the train to Chengdu, a. number of fel
low-passengers kept me engaged in animated 
conversation. A young bureaucrat, boldly 
mouthing slogans of the day a.bout socialist 
legality, · became evasive and noncommittal 
when I argued that China. could no longer 
afford to be contemptuous of Western con
cepts of legal process and that Party domi
nance over the legal apparatus was incom
patible with the administration of justice. To 
my surprise, a young soldier who had been 
staring out the .window and had seemed not 
to be listening suddenly turned toward me 
and interrupted the conversation. With un
disguised disgust for his bureaucratic com
rade, and alluding to the fact that since 
1957 China. has trained virtually no legal pro
fessionals, he blurted out, "China needs 
lawyers badly-to defend people when they 
a.re prosecuted, and generally to protect our 
freedom." A third man added, "America. is a. 
democracy. The problem with China. is that 
it's a. dictatorship-but a. couple of yea.rs a.go 
I couldn't openly have said that." 

The train moved through Sha.a.nxi (Shensi) 
and into Sichuan. The unfolding panorama. 
of the Jialing River winding its way through 
the mountainous countryside presented a 
perfect example of wha.t Chinese landscape 
painters have for centuries striven to cap
ture-jagged pea.ks veiled in clouds, terraces 
of green unripened wheat, brilliant-yellow 
patches of fiowering rapeseed, clusters of 
bamboo, and the pink blossoms of apricot 
trees. 

In Chengdu, which ls Sichua.n's capital and 
one of its major cities, the back streets, even 
more than those of Xian, convey the fiavor 
of old China. Endless rows of dilapidated and 
dingy wooden dwellings, untouched by thirty 
yea.rs of "socialist construction," teem with 
gleeful runny-nosed youngsters. A huge ex
hibition hall in the center of town, guarded 
by a mammoth statue of Chairman Mao, is 
one of the few buildings that look relatively 
well kept, but it was erected only recently, 
to replace the fourteenth-century Imperial 
City, which was destroyed in the turmoil of 
the Cultural Revolution. Some of the fiercest 
fighting during those turbulent yea.rs took 
place in Sichuan, which, as the richest and 
most intensively cultivated agricultural prov
ince in China, has been a. prized object <>! 
contention ever since the period of the Three 
Kingdoms, in the third century A.D. "Sich
uan has historically been known as "the 
heavenly country,' " said a. man sitting next 
to me on a bus that was heading for the her
mitage of the Tang Dyna.sty poet Du Fu. 
"But for ten yea.rs it was hell. Peasants were 
set against workers a.nd workers against in
tellectuals. At one point, the factories were 
closed, and even agricultural production and 
distribution broke down." 

For the moment, a.t lea.st, things appear 
far more ha.rmoniou5--60 much so that in 
the crowded park by the Gua.nxia.n River, 
famous for its ninety-odd varieties of bam
boo, hundreds of people on their day off' were 
ta.king advantage of the less repressive cli
mate by dancing. Enthusiastic couples-
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men a.nd women, men and men, women a.nd 
women-were learning the foxtrot to a 
scratchy recording of "Old Black Joe," which 
reverberated a.t fiuctuating speeds over loud
speakers that once ceaselessly spouted propa
ganda. 

Though the "publtc security" authorities 
in Peking had denied us permission to 
travel to Kunming, their counterparts in 
Chengdu readily granted it. "They had to 
approve-we had already bought the tick
ets," a young Travel Service staff member 
explained, in a curious instance of the tail 
wagging the dog. Yunnan was one of the 
last provinces to come under Chinese in
fluence (The Ming Dynasty took control 
from the region's Mongol rulers in the 
thirteen-eighties), and its capital, Kun
ming, lacks the atmosphere of vitality char
acteristics of most Chinese cities. What is 
more surprising is that the surrounding 
area, mountainous and sparsely populated, 
has little of the Southeast Asian flavor one 
might expect in a remote province border
ing on Burma, Laos, and Vietnam-as Yun
nan does-where "national minorities," 
though they are not much in evidence, make 
up almost a third of the population. 

Much more visible was the aftermath of 
China's recent involvement in Vietnam. The 
Kunming hospital was filled with wounded 
Chinese soldiers, and those who could get 
a.bout were being invited to patronize some 
of the local restaurants-Yunnan is not 
noted for the abundance or the quality of 
its food, and most of Kunming's restaurants 
a.re inferior-by signs saying "We welcome 
returning heroes." Ca.moufia.ged m111tary 
trucks were on the roads, and artillery pieces 
and small tanks sat atop fie.tears along rail
way sidings. Though many Chinese, obvi
ously having been taken in by newspaper 
propaganda, assumed that China had vic
toriously achieved all its goals in Vietnam, 
some of the better-educated were dubious. 
According to rumor, the Vietnamese had not 
sent up as many of their best divisions as 
had been expected, and so the Chinese had 
not annihllated as many of these as they 
had hoped to. A relatively high-level Party 
member told me, in a moment of alcohol
induced candor, "China's foreign policy in 
Southeast Asia. is not based on an abun
dance of expertise in that area., and that's 
one of the reasons we've found ourselves in 
some embarrassing situations in the past 
few years--our support of Cambodia, for in
stance. I personally was worried about the 
risk of Soviet intervention in the Vietnam 
action." Then, suggesting that his hawkish 
colleagues had a more cynical view, he 
added, "But what the hell. The People's Lib
eration Army was forgetting how to fight, 
and the men needed some practice." 

Kunming's major attraction is its Bud
dhist-Taoist temples, which are filled with 
magnificent old carvings depicting the 
strange and colorful characters of Chinese 
popular religion, and which are currently be
ing restored. Some might think that the 
restora tlon of these temples signifies a re
vival of traditional religion, but the more 
likely explanation ls that it ls related to 
the recent opening of the city to foreign 
tourist groups. Although a number of el
derly people were praying to the gods, and 
al though incense was on sale in Kunming 
and elsewhere, ostensibly for religious use 
(it can also be used as a much-needed fiy 
and mosquito repellent), younger groups 
seemed to prefer sitting in the teahouses 
of the temple courtyards chatting and play
ing cards. 

In a conversation with one such group, I 
was asked what restrictions the American 
government placed on citizens who wanted 
to travel abroad. Amazed by my reply that 
there were none at all, one person said, 
"That's democracy. Maybe we'll get to that 
point in twenty or thirty years." 

"Nonsense," said another. "We'd see how 
they live and never come back." 

"We'd have to come back," a third said. 
"Not speaking the language, we'd never be 
able to get jobs there." 

A few days later, Yunnan was far behind, 
and my friend and I were on board the East 
Is Red No. 35, a ferryboat sa111ng through 
the dramatic Yangtse River Gorges on a 
twelve-hundred-mile journey from Chong
qing to Shanghai. Boats in China avoid the 
ell tist stigma of first class by offering only 
accommodations designated "second class" 
through "fifth class"-the former consisting 
of two-berth cabins, the latter being mere 
catch-as-catch-can arrangements on the 
decks and in the gangways, and the inter
medlate classes having anywhere from four 
to thirty bunks to a cabin. As was true on 
the trains, it was not just money that deter
mined who could buy a superior berth; apart 
from foreigners, only Chinese above a certain 
level in Party or state organizations have 
that privilege. 

Several years ago, when Slchuan was still 
closed to foreign tourists and when it was 
official policy to exaggerate the country's 
progress, a few privileged Westerners, such as 
the former American Foreign Service officer 
John Service and his wife, Caroline, were in
vited to make this trip--one that his parents, 
who were missionalrles, had made decades 
before under much more Spartan circum
stances. Some of these visitors, including Mrs. 
Service, subsequently wrote articles for 
China's foreign-language propaganda jour
nals which suggested that under the Commu
nist regime China had modernized its river 
transportation. The fa.ct ls that manpower is 
still the major means of propulsion on the 
Yangtse: most boats are rowed or sailed down 
the river and then have to be hauled up
stream by ropes harne.ssed to teams of men 
who creep along the banks, as they have for 
centuries, struggling against the swift cur
rent. This shouldn't come as a surprise, for on 
land the major forms of conveyance, apart 
from the bicycle, are stlll the wheelbarrow 
and a variety of rlckshawlike carts. The peas
ants use these to carry sick and elderly rel!l
tives from one place to another, and also to 
transport the produce of their private plots 
to sell, at bargalnable prices, in the thriving 
"free markets" of the dusty towns along the 
shore. They do the latter, of course, only by 
ignoring their responsib111ties to the com
mune-an increasingly serious problem for 
the country, judging from a recent spate of 
newspaper criticism. 

Overcoming my fear of having to interpret 
heavily accented rural Sichuanese, I struck 
up a conversaticm with an old peasant, whose 
wife walked painfully behind him on tiny, 
crippled feet, which had been bound when 
she was a child, as was the custom in pre
"li bera tlon" days. "Things got better after 
Chairman Mao took over" was his laconic and 
somewhat dated response to my question 
about conditions in his village, but when I 
as~ed for information about recent events 
relating to the Gang of Four he grew wary 
and said only, "We peasants don't know much 
about that." 

A serious question now facing China ls the 
degree to which modernization and an in
creased emphasis on consumer goods in the 
cities is likely to exacerbate the already con
siderable economic disparity between people 
in urban areas and the peasantry. "The peas
ants don't generally have access to publica
tions like Culture & Life, where they would 
see articles on the latest fashions, so that 
shouldn't be a problem"-this was the rather 
naive view of a young man who had been 
reading that magazine. "But, in any case, the 
government will just have to raise food prices 
to increase peasant income," he went on, 
"and it wlll also have to improve the stand
ard of rural education." 

On the ferryboat, as happens all day long 

everywhere in China, loudspeakers were 
blaring to their captive audience. Each 
morning's radio program included a roll call 
of Party stalwarts who had fallen victim to 
the Cultural Revolution and were now being 
ceremoniously-though posthumously-re
hab111tated. The broadcast of the eulogy of 
each victim was followed by a recitation of 
the names of well-known Party and gov
ernment figures who had sent wreaths of 
commemoration. But, as was also the case 
elsewhere; no one seemed to pay much heed 
to the constant din. The passengers pre
ferred to talk with the two foreigners in their. 
midst. One Slchuanese woman in her early 
twenties, blaming the Cultural Revolution 
for depriving her of a college education, par
ticularly wanted to unburden herself. "The 
newspapers lied to us," she told me. "We 
never read them. We were all 'sent down' to 
the countryside. Sure, we learned something 
about the peasants' tough life, but essen
tially it was a waste of time for all concerned, 
including the peasants, who didn't want us 
there. If you had connections, you bought 
your way out or got doctor friends to say you 
were sick. Now that's over, but the govern
ment stlll hasn't been able to find jobs for 
many of my friends, and it ls once again 
talking about sending unemployed kids 
down to the countryside as a solution to the 
problem. My parents and their friends have 
been through so much these past thirty 
years--one denunciation after another-that 
they're too scared to be of any use. But the 
kids are different. Though the situation has 
improved a bit recently, many of them still 
feel that with things so bad they couldn't 
care less what happens to them. Even death 
ls no threat. And, being cynical, they're 
thinking only of how they themselves can 
get ahead. Maybe that's not the best way for 
youth to be, but that's the way it is." 

It was a surprise to find, after being ex
posed to many such outpourings in the 
course of the journey, that few people in 
Shanghai were prepared to speak openly. 
Shanghai, which is often thought to be at 
once the most bourgeois and the most radi
cal city in China, actually seemed the most 
subdued, notwithstanding the widely re
ported demonstrations around the time of 
the Boston Symphony's visit. "The lid is 
stlll on tight here, as· tight as it was under 
the Gang of Four," said a twenty-year-old 
man eating noodles, with two friends, in a 
shop on Nanjllng (Nanking) Road, one of 
the busiest streets in this .overcrowded city. 

One of his companions added, "We Shang
halnese are an outspoken lot, and the author
ities are afraid that 1! they relax the restric
tions here things wm get out of hand. So 
in Shanghai, in contrast to Peking and other 
places, dancing is not permitted, and color
ful clothes and long hair are frowned upon." 

And the other friend said, with a note of 
bitterness in his voice, "They say preoccu
pation with these things would interfere with 
our commitment to the four modernizations, 
but nothing could be further from the 
truth." 

In at least one respect, however, Shanghai 
ls irrepressible: young couples are out in 
force every evening along the bund, draped 
over the wall beside the Huangpu River. 
Necking and petting through heavy, padded 
garments, they ignore passing groups of men 
who eye them voyeuristically. At five in the 
morning, the scene ls quite different. The 
young lovers have been replaced by thou
sands upon thousands of older men and 
women practicing the serene form of Chinese 
boxing called Taiji Chuan, exercising in uni
son to an incongruous musical accompani
ment over the ever-present loadspeakers. 
And on another part of the pavement a few 
muscular young men work, under the scru
tiny of an old master, on the more spectac
ular, though not necessarily more effective, 
leaps and sweeps of Shaolin boxing. 
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AB I sat watching all this activity one 
morning, a. young man sat down next to me 
and began talking in halting English-so 
that passersby would not understand, he ex
plained. Though he was born in 1950, the 
year after "liberation," he was a. devout 
Christian. "I study the Bible a.t home every 
day, in English and Chinese," he told me. 
His pa.rents had managed to escape to Eu
rope many years before, and his wife, an 
Overseas Chinese, had been able to take their 
young son to America.. "But I'm stuck here 
for good," he said, with the air of one re
signed to his fate. 

I mentioned the rumor that the Tianjin 
Cathedral had recently reopened, but he was 
not impressed. 

"No churches have opened in Shanghai," 
he said. "And, if they did, it still wouldn't be 
safe to go. Despite the Constitution, religious 
freedom in China. is a joke." 

Toward the end of our journey, we re
turned to Canton, where hordes of foreign 
businessmen were flocking in for the semi
annual trade fair, which had just begun. 
Newspapers and broadcasts were proclaim
ing the !air's success and attributing it to 
the correctness of China's new line. Not 
everyone found things to his liking, though. 
More than four hundred of the several thou
sand visitors arrived to discover that, despite 
confirmed reservations, no hotel rooms were 
avaUable. 

"Who's responsible here? Who's in charge?" 
demanded one exhausted and irate American 
who had just flown in from New York with 
his wife, and who was planning to spend 
the night in the hotel lobby before flying 
home the next day. "No one," the desk clerk 
said, with the placidity of an unyielding 
bureaucrat. At that point, an Overseas 
Chinese businessman based in Hong Kong, 
who has had countless such experiences in 
his dealings with China over the pa.st few 
years, commented, "The system just doesn't 
work here. The country's a mess." 

The last leg of our trip took us to Gullin, 
a tourist-invaded town in the southern prov
ince of Gua.ngxi Zhuang (Kwangsl Chuang). 
The area ls noted for its extraordinary land
scapes-towering, weirdly shaped rock for
mation jutting out of the wide plains 
through which flow the green. still fairly 
clear waters of the River LL Except for a 
number of small fishing boats, the river 
tramc eeems to consist primarily of tourist 
barges, which are dragged downstream fifty 
miles or so by tuglike tenders for the benefit 
of sightseers. In racially class-conscious 
China, non-Chinese foreign guests pay 
twenty-five dollars for the six-hour trip to 
Yangshuo. Overseas Chinese, and the even 
more shabbily received Hong Kong and 
Macao breathren, are in this instance lumped 
together in lesser luxury, and pay slightly 
less than half that amount. The Chinese 
masses, the worst-treated people in China, 
travel under much more crowded and aus
tere circumstances, at a cost of about two 
dollars and fiftv cents. It took four visits to 
the ramshackle· omces of the city's Revolu
.tionary Committee-and some mock his
trionics on my part about the apparently 
still preva111ng influence of the Gang of 
Four-before the authorities would permit 
me to go down the river with the Chinese. 

On the boat, I talked with a newly married 
couple--the husband a computer specialist, 
the wife a doctor--enjoying a one-week 

honeymoon trip. The wife asked me, "Having 
travelled extensively around the country, 
what do you consider China's biggest prob
lem to be?" 

The easiest, and not necessarily the wrong, 
response would have been simply "Its pop
ulation, its poverty, and its unfulfilled prom
ises." But another response seemed more 
appropria_;t;e t}t the time. However appealing 
the government's new line compared to the 
old, I replied, China remains a dictatorship, 
where most people are trained not to ques-

tion but to repeat the .Party line. The gov
ernment wants to modernize the country but 
is still unwilling to let people think crea
tively and express themselves freely. De
spite much publicity to the contrary, little 
that · is fundamental to the system has 
changed, I continued, and there is really 
nothing to prevent past abuses from recur
ring-perhaps with Stalinist vengeance, 1f 
those in power attempt to suppress the in
creasingly widespread discontent and resent
ment. 

"Many of us would agree with your as
sessment wholeheartedly," the husband told 
me, with a note of optimism. "China's salva
tion lies with the younger generation. If their 
minds can be o-::iened-and to that end inter
action with the West ls important--our so
ciety, too, might become a more open one." 

-DAVID FINKELSTEIN .• 

SALT II-AMERICAN PUBLIC OPIN-
ION TURNS AGAINST THE TREATY 

• Mr. GARN. Mr. President, I would 
like to take this opportnnity to examine 
briefly recent :findings of national opin
ion polls with respect to the proposed 
SALT II treaty. The principal conclu
sions of these surveys are these: The 
American people are increasingly skep
tical of the merits of SALT II, and this 
administration lacks the votes in the 
Senate to pass the treaty. In fact, a 
majority of the American people now 
oppose the treaty and regard it as detri
mental to American national security 
interests. 

The Carter administration has spent 
more than $1 million in its attempt to 
sell SALT II to the American public. In 
addition, there is an ongoing efiort to 
create the impression of a new surge of 
support for the treaty in the Senate. 
A closer look at the situation, however, 
leads one to conclude that the adminis
tration's efforts have proven to be of 
doubtful effect, and that there is good 
reason to believe that there is insufficient 
sentiment in the Senate to support SALT 
II ratification. 

The findings of an ABC-Harris poll, 
conducted between September 26 and 
October l, 1979, are particularly telling. 
Fifty-eight percent of those partcipating 
in the survey believe that "although nu
clear arms control is desirable, the SALT 
II treaty which President Carter nego
tiated does not adequately protect U.S. 
security." Only 26 percent of the re
spondents disagreed with this statement. 
Fifty-three percent of the population be
lieve that "if SALT is apnroved, Russia 
will have nuclear superiority by the 
middle 1980's," while 32 percent dis
agreed. Nor have the SALT-sellers been 
able to convince the American people 
that the treaty can or should be viewed 
independently of world affairs. Despite 
President Carter's reassurances with re
spect to the Soviet combat troops in . 
Cuba, 65 percent of those participating 
agreed with the statement "nnless the 
Russians agree to withdraw their combat 
troops from Cuba, then the U.S. Senate 
should refuse to ratify the SALT II 
treaty." 

An ABC-Harris poll reported on Oc
tober 23, 1979, indicated that only 33 
percent of the respondents rated Presi
dent Carter's efforts at securing a SALT 
II arms agreement as positive; 60 per
cent--nearly twice as many, considered 

those efforts a negative factor in the 
President's job performance, 11 percent 
more than 1 month previously. 

The conclusions of a recently con
ducted Gallup poll ofiers supporting evi
dence that the trend in public opinion 
is in opposition to this treaty. Public sup
port for SALT II seems to be diminishing 
as people become more aware of the 
serious inequities and verification flaws 
contained in the accord. When asked the 
question, "everything considered, would 
you like to see the U.S. Senate ratify this 
proposed treaty, or not?" those support
ing ratification declined from 27 percent 
in March of this year to 24 percent in 
October. On the other hand, the percent
age of those opposed to ratification rose 
dramatically from 9 percent in March to 
26 percent in October. These are signifi
cant :findings, and they contradict asser
tions to the contrary that this treaty 
enjoys the overwhelming support of the 
American people. 

The American people recognize that all 
is not well in the world, that American 
interests are being subject to increasing 
attack and that there is a direct relation
ship between the extent of that attack 
and the decline in American military 
power. Senate approval of this seriously 
flawed SALT II treaty would tell the 
world that we are unwilling to take the 
steps necessary to reverse these trends. 
The American people will not accept this. 
nor should they. 

It is interesting, therefore, to take note 
of the :findings of a Scripps League News
paper survey conducted during the last 
2 weeks of October. According to this 
survey, 30 Senators now oppose SALT 
II-only 4 short of the 34 necessary t.o 
defeat the treaty, and an increase of 12 
since the last survey was conducted in 
May 1979. Of these 30 Senators, 13 are 
solidly opposed to the treaty while 17 
are leaning against ratification. Pres
ently, 27 Senators are in favor of the 
treaty-16 offering solid support and 11 
leaning in the direction of ratification. 
Obviously, the debate is far from over, 
and these :figures could be challenged in 
both directions. But it is clear that any 
declaration to the effect that Senate 
support for this treaty is nearly suffi
cient to insure ratification is both pre
mature and unfounded. 

Mr. President, I request that the fol
lowing Scripps League Newspapers re
lease for Friday, November 2, be printed 
in the RECORD, and I commend the at
tention of my colleagues to the results of 
those public opinion polls I have cited in 
my statement. 

THIRTY SENATORS OPPOSE SALT II 
(By Lee Roderick) 

WASHINGTON.-Thirty senators currently 
are opposed to the strategic arms limita
tion treaty (SALT II) with the Soviet 
Union-just four less than the 34 needed to 
kUl it, according to a new survey by Scripps 
League Newspapers. 

The 30 include 12 senators who were un
decided on the issue when a. Scripps League 
survey on SALT II was taken in Ma.y. Four 
of the 12 said their position "was affected 
by the disclosure of Soviet combat troops 
in Cuba.." 

Among the 30 senators are 13 who reported 
they are solidly against the treaty and 17 
others who are "leaning" against it. 

Twenty-seven senators told Scripps League 
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they.are on the other side of the issue, with 
16 favoring the treaty outright and 11 "lean
ing" in favor. Another 43 senators are un
decided (37) or uncommitted (6). 

With two-thirds of the Senate needed for 
ratification-67 votes if all 100 members 
participate-the outcome of SALT II rests 
with these 43 senators. 

The survey was conducted during the last 
two weeks of October while the Senate For
eign Relations Committee was "marking up" 
the treaty blll before sending it on to the 
full Senate. Major amendments that might 
have changed the minds of some opposition 
senators had all been defeated by the Com
mittee as it neared the end of its work. 

The full Senate is expected to begin de
bating SALT II around Thanksgiving, with 
the Senate leadership pushing for a final 
vote before the end of the year. 

The earlier Scripps League survey in May 
came on the eve of the treaty signing in 
Vienna by President Carter and Soviet Com
munist Party Chief Leonid Brezhnev. 

Since then, the Carter administration has 
intensified its so-called "SALT-Selling" cam
paign aimed at gaining Senate support for 
the treaty. But opposition forces likewise 
have stepped up their efforts, which sur
vey results indicate have been more effec
tive. 

In May, 18 senators said they were against 
or leaning against the treaty, compared to 
30 today. Twenty-four senators were on the 
other side of the issue in May, compared 
with 27 today-a pickup of only three pub
licly committed senators in five months. 

However, the 24 Senators inclined toward 
the treaty in May included only two solidly 
favoring it, with the other 22 leaning in 
favor. Of the 27 now inclined toward it, 16 
solidly favor it. 

Twelve of the 16 Senators solidly favoring 
SALT II are Democrats; 10 of the 13 Sena
tors solidly against it are Republicans. The 
43 who are undecided or uncommitted in
clude 30 Democrats and 13 Republicans. 

Most of those opposed to the treaty believe 
it is too favorable to the Soviet Union. How
ever, at least three senators say they oppose 
it because it will escalate rather than re
duce the arms race. 

One such senator, a Republican, told 
Scripps League he opposed using SALT II as 
a "pretext" for raising the defense budget 
by a talked-about 5 percent. Another said 
he was troubled both by a possible increase 
in the defense budget and by the Carter ad
ministration's decision to go forward with 
the MX mobile missile, planned for deploy
ment in Utah and Nevada to shore up the 
nation's land-based strategic nuclear mis
sile system. 

Other senators opposed to the treaty re
peatedly expressed concern over three treaty 
provisions-those allowing the Soviets to not 
count the Backfire bomber under SALT II's 
weapon cemng: to give the Soviets 308 
"heavy" SS-18 missiles to no missile of com
parable power for the U.S.; and to allow the 
Soviets to possibly thwart verification by en
coding missile test data. 

On the other side of the issue, one sena
tor who recently made up his mind to vote 
for SALT "barring any unexpected develop
ments" said the verification issue was the 
key. 

The senator, Vermont Republican Robert 
Stafford, who has also made his position 
public, explained that "My months of study 
of all available evidence ... has convinced 
me that the SALT II treaty can be verified." 
He added that "we wlll be better off as a 
nation with a SALT treaty than without it." 

Athough the Foreign Relations Commit
tee defeated major amendments to SALT II, 
votes were as close as 8 to 7-surprising 
treaty supporters and foes alike. Key foes of 
the treaty believe the close votes by the 
Committee-which is perceived as more pro
SALT II than the Senate as a whole-1nd1-

) 

cate the amendments may yet be approved 
by a full Senate vote when they are rein
troduced on the floor. 

At any rate, the Scripps League survey in
dicates that, like the two Panama Canal 
treaties of last year, the outcome of SALT 
II is likely to be a cliffhanger to the end.e 

EUROPEAN ATTITUDES 
TOWARD SALT 

•Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, as we grow 
closer to the floor debate on the SALT 
II treaty we see an increasing amount of 
information concerning the attitudes of 
Europeans toward the treaty. 

During the first week of August, I had 
the op~ortunity to visit with over 100 
military, government, intellectual and 
defense planners of Europe. One of the 
men with whom I had planned to visit 
was Pierre M. Gallois. Unfortunately, 
our schedules could not be arranged to 
coincide with my short visit to France. · 

Mr. Gallois is a retired air force ge{l
eral and one of the leading defense 
thinkers in Europe today. He has written 
extensively on arms control and strategic 
programs. Because we were unable to get 
together he agreed to provide me with a 
short piece on how he, as a European, 
views the SALT II Treaty. I have found it 
both interesting and enlightening. I 
think that my colleagues will find it 
equally interesting. 

Mr. President, I ask that the short 
paper mentioned previously be printed 
in the RECORD. 

The paper fallows: 
SALT SEEN FROM EUROPE 

Being a Frenchman, it ls not an easy task 
to address myself to a bilateral negotiation 
such as SALT. 

If American-Russian discussions and agree
ments are of concern for us, in Europe, it is 
because we belong to the same community, 
we adhere to the same ethic, we abide by 
the same principles of freedom, we intend 
to organize, direct and impose in the same 
way a society of free people, we are ready to 
fight to preserve the same ideals. 

If SALT ls of great Importance for us, 
nonparticipating nations, it ls because the 
dominant role of United States ls of such a 
magnitude that any damage suffered by your 
country is felt as a danger for the whole 
community of free nations. 

This ls why, after ten years of bilateral 
talks and the two main agreements of 1972 
and 1979, we ask ourselves the following five 
questions: 

1. Has the first agreement reached its offi
cial aim and checked the strategic arms race? 

2. Has such an agreement been profitable 
to the Interests of the United States? 

3. Is the second agreement, the agreement 
of June 1979, of such a nature that it will 
correct the obvious deficiencies of the first 
one? 

4. More generally, ls it possible to conduct 
such vital negotiations between two nations 
as different as United States and Soviet 
Union? Are impartial strategic agreements 
feasible between an open society on one side 
and a tightly closed one on the other side? 

5. Are the agreements of 1972 and 1979 
favoring the cause of the allies of the United 
States? Are they improving their security 
and, if necessary, are they, now, in a better 
posture for their defense? 

To all these questions, for us in Europe, 
the answer is no. 

1. The Moscow agreement of May 1972 has 
not checked the strategic arms race. 

On the Russian side, seven new types of 
ICBM or SLBM were announced after May 

1972 (the SS. 16, 17, 18, 19 for the Russian 
silos and the SSN. 17 and 18 for the Russian 
submarines). Every five days, a new ICBM, 
more powerful, more accurate, with mirved 
warheads, were installed in Russian silos. 
During the same period, new nuclear sub
marines were built and launched at sea, some 
carrying missiles with a greater range and 
having a MIRV capab111ty. Not made public 
during the preliminary talks, a new bomber, 
the "Backfire", was disclosed. During these 
three years of negotiations and during the 
years following the May 1972 agreement, the 
Soviets managed to multiply at least by two 
the number of targets they would be capable 
to attack at Intercontinental range. 

Impressed by such a rapid deployment of 
new weapons, the Americans, on their side, 
augmented their armament effort. With 
three new, more accurate, warheads in silo 
every day, the development of a new type 
submarine, fl.ring more missiles at greater 
distances, with the project to modernize 
some of their ICBM inventory by a new mis
sile, capable to survive a surprise attack, with 
the development of the cruise missile pano
ply, the United States increased their first 
Intercontinental salvo from some 4,500 war
heads to close to 10,000 today. 

This is why, for us, in Europe, SALT I by 
no means ls an agreement llmiting strategic 
weapons. On the contrary, SALT I has stimu
lated the arms race instead of slowing it. 

But we were surprised and upset by the 
wide margin of numerical superiority Ln 
launchers and potential throw-weight ca
pability which were granted to the Soviets. 
We knew that they were behind as far as 
the number of warheads they could launch 
simultaneously, but we know also that, 
based on such a temporary inferiority, SALT 
I has opened the road for a marked Russian 
numerical superiority. Ambassador Dobrynln 
was right when he said candidly: " ... We 
were elated at the result of SALT I. It gave 
us strategic advantage in central systems 
necessary to offset your Forward Based Sys
tems, and it reserved for us the right to 
match you with regard to warheads in the 
future." 1 

2. Has such an agreement been profitable 
to the interests of the United States? 

To be sure, after SALT II the U.S. terri
tory was not in danger. As before SALT I, 
America ls stlll a country having the privi
lege of nuclear immunity. Some 80 per cent 
of American strategic warheads may be in 
permanent or semi-permanent mob111ty and 
in such a way that their simultaneous 
destruction is not feasible. Whatever the size 
of their ballistic inventory, the Russians 
could not .now attack the land of America 
without taking the risk of incredible 
destructions. 

Being a strong advocate of a policy of 
minimum deterrence, but for a medium size 
nation protecting only herself and without 
any foreign res.ponsib111ties, I can't deny the 
value of the formidable U.S. potential of 
destruction, before SALT I as well as after. 

But the real value of such a potential 
destruction ls specific to American territory 
and American vital interests at home. Out
side the U.S. territory, the freedom of action 
of Washington depends-for world public 
opinion-upon a certain military superlor-
1 ty. This is a legacy of the past, when the 
nations having more troops and more arma
ments, were generally the winners. The nu
clear age has distorted such a concept, ibut 
the change is not perceived by the public 
opinion and should America accept a posi
tion of numerical inferiority in modern 
armaments, her foreign policy would be 
penalized, her alliances shaken and her 
military guaranties questioned. 

This is why SALT I appeared to many of 
us, in Europe, as the proof of a new U.S. 
policy of retreat to "fortress America". And 

Footnotes at end of article. 
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if SALT I was not profitable to American al
lies, it certainly was not favoring the U.S. 
interests in the world. 

3. What about the second agreement, the 
agreement of June 1979? 

To some of us, in Europe, the b1la.teral 
talks which began after May 1972 were di
rected in the wrong direction and the result
ing June 1979 agreement seems to us a. bad 
agreement and for the following reasons: 

The June 1979 treaty legltimlzes a. Russian 
potential superiority. They a.re granted a. 
numerical superiority as far as static launch
ers, a.s well as mob1le ones a.re concerned and 
they keep a. throw-weight advantage over 
the U.S. 

It gives the Russian the monopoly of heavy 
launchers such as 308 SS. 18 wlth the ca.p
a.billty to launch 10 warheads ea.ch. All mili
tary static lnsta.llatlons of the U.S. w111 be 
under the threat of these 3,080 accurate war
heads. This ls important because of the two 
different strategies of the two countries, as 
seen later. 

It ts based on a wrong approach, the ap
proach of so-called "parity", or even "es
sential equivalence", an expression which has 
several meanings. To some of us, in Europe, 
"parity" or "essential equivalence", cannot 
be adapted to two so different strategies as 
those of the U.S. on one slde and the USSR 
on the other side. 

4. A ma.in question ls the following: a.re 
impartial and equitable strategic agreements 
feasible between an open society and a closed 
one such as USSR? To us the answer ls no. 

The answer ls no, first because of the dls
parl ty which characterizes the two countries. 

Obviously one cannot imagine a. democracy 
preparing an atomic aggression against an
other country. One cannot think of America 
taking the initiative of planning and launch
ing a surprise atomic attack against Russia.. 
In every circumstances, irrespective of Rus
sian behaviour, negotiation will always be 
preferred according to the wm of American 
public opinion and American concepts of 
foreign policy. Russian politicians and gen
erals a.re also talking of defense. Hence, at 
lea.st a non-war status would be guaranteed. 
But as each side is counting with double 
dealing of the other side, the two arsenals 
are steadily growing. 

But, up to now, in a different way. As 
said previously, almost 80 per cent of US 
strategic warheads may be in permanent or 
semi-permanent mobility, when, on the Rus
sian side, less than 20 per cent have the 
same sort Of mobility. The US fear a. sur
prise attack and their main problem ts to 
insure the survival of their strategic forces . 
As far as they are concerned, the Soviets 
know that such an attack against their terri
tory is highly unlikely. 

The two strategies a.re so different that it 
seems to us that a. sort of parity cannot be 
achieved. For example, the 308 heavy SS. 18 
are imposing upon the US a. mobile MX force 
of some 200 missiles to preserve the third leg 
of the American strategic triad, mobll1ty be
in~ opposed to a static inventory. 

The political and social system of the two 
countries a.re also a.symmetrical. rn America 
m1llions of dollars have been spent by the 
Administration to persuade the American 
people that such a.n agreement ls necessary. 
Enormous pressures have been exercised to 
influence the Senate and obtain ratification. 
After having "sold" the treaty to the Ameri
can people, the U.S. Administration ls obliged 
to repeat what Mr. Gromyko said: "It is 
impossible to resume the negotiation. It 
would be the end of negotiation, the end, no 
matter what amendments would be made." 2 

Judged from Europe, the emotional argu
ments used by US officials to obtain the 
approval of the nation are of little validity. 

For example : 
"Refection of this treaty . . . would harm 

our nation's security and it would be a. mas
sive blow to world peace" 3 said Mr. Carter. 

World peace, or rather a non-war status 
between America. and USSR is not dependent 
upon the treaty. Russian constraints and 
the assured survival of American strategic 
forces a.re the actual ca.uses of a. non-war 
status. World peace is an expression, not a 
reality. Since "detente" supposedly replaced 
"cold war", Czechoslovakia has been in
vaded, combats have taken place in the Mid
dle Ea.st, in the Indian peninsula., in Angola, 
in Ethiopia, Somalia, Yemen and South Ea.st 
Asia. Russia has made it very clear that it 
will go on supporting "wars of liberation" 
and keeping its hegemony over Eastern Eu
rope intact. SALT I as well as SALT II are 
completely aside from these wars. With or 
without SALT II, there will be no such as 
world peace. 

During the same address, Mr. Carter said 
also that "if the Pact was not ratified, other 
nations, such as Pakistan, India, Taiwan, 
South Korea, South Africa, Argentina., Bra
zil would be more likely to develop nuclear 
weapons." 

It is the contrary which corresponds to 
the reality. It is because the treaty degrades 
the US global influence that these nations 
are likely to go nuclear. It is the policy of 
Mr. Carter vis-a-vis Pakistan, Taiwan, South 
Korea and South America which is making 
nuclear weapons necessary for these coun
tries, to consider only those which consider 
that they are in danger. 

To say that "without SALT II we would 
end up with thousands more strategic nu
clear warheads on both sides"• ts a non 
provable argument. With some 3,000 war
heads on their SS. 18, the Soviets wm have 
enoue:h weapons to paralyse the 1,000 silos of 
US Minuteman. Already more than 3,000 
other warheads are fully sufficient to destroy 
all the other fixed targets critical for 
American defense. Thus the Russian arsenal 
may not grow bevond SALT II bounds. And 
concerning the US one, it is an American 
choice to carry on the so-called race or to 
adoot a strategy . of sufficiency." The cur
rent Administration , which has cancelled 
the B-1 bomber. been so indecisive on the 
MX. and limited other "strateg-ic options," 
:tias shown no signs that it would acceler
ate its ·strategic arms production in the 
absence of SALT II. 

In a. speech delivered at Brussels, on May 
16 of this year, Mr. Harold Brown said in 
substance that 'the future cohesion of the 
NATO alliance would be endangered if the 
Senate falled to ratify the strategic arms 
limitation treaty." s 

Once a.gain, the contrary ls true. It ls a 
position of potential superiority of the Soviet 
Union which ls endangering the cohesion of 
NATO. NATO nations know that SALT II ls 
not concerned with the weapons which are 
ca.oaible to destroy West Europe such as the 
"Back'flire" and the SS. 20. And what ls more, 
they are informed by the U.S. press that one 
result of the bilateral talks ls a new U.S. pro
posal submitted to the next NATO ministerial 
Council to withdraw more U.S. atomic war
heads and to dismantle "forward based sys
tems", as if Wash1nl2ton was obeying a Rus
sian request ma.de during the bargaining of 
SALT II.' 

Finally, in the field of verification, ls not 
an ooen society in a very bad situation com
pared to the advantages given to the Soviets 
by their closed society system? 

In Europe. we aire not so sure that, aooord-
1~ to Mr. Carter, "the SALT II agreement 
be made verifiable." ' 

It was said also of SALT I and the fact ls 
that, in many resoects, American verification 
of comoliance with tbe provisions of the In
terim Agreement of May 1972 was not a8 
efficient as it was supposed to be. 

For Instance, tested at shorter dista.nce 
before the Moscow i;ummit of May 1972. the 
SS. N 8 missile was discovered later as having 
a much greater range. There was a. s1mila.r 
mls1udgement concerning the SS. 19 which 
had the charaeteristlcs of a heavy ICBM 

while repla.clng SS. 11 missiles in a sno of 
limited dimensions. Lately it has been 
claimed that the yield of the SS. 18 ls not 
1.5 megatons, but 600 kllotons. If this ls in
deed true, a logical · conclusion is that the 
accuracy of SS. 18 is greater than expected. 
This is not necessarily a. comforting discovery. 

And it is difficult to admit that existing 
"technical means of verification" could con
trol the storage of many ICBM's, cold 
launched in the open without being put 
in silos, or distinguish a. bomber having an 
lnfiigbt refuelllng capabillty from a shorter 
radius of action aircraft, or control the num
ber of nuclear warheads put in reserve, or 
be informed of the number of existing 
cruise missiles, should Russia decide to de
velop also such a weapon, etc. In an open 
society such as the American society, the 
press wm inform the foreign world of all 
the accomplishments of the US mmtary 
establishment. No parallel can •be drawn be
tween a country where "Pravda" ls giving 
the governmental point of view and a coun
try where the "Washington Post" ls giving 
its own point of view. 

5. La.st question: are the agreements of 
1972 and 1979 favoring the cause of the 
allies of the United States? 

We remark that along the strategic talks 
between America and the Soviet Union, 
American nuclear commitments in Europe 
have been progressively reduced. Now, as it 
was said previously. we are informed that 
the forward based systems may be disman
tled, atomic mines withdrawn, the number 
of tactical nuclear weapons reduced ... Dur
ing the same period the Russian nuclear 
arsenal threatening Europe has been stead
ily augmented: more than a thousand SS. 4, 
SS. 5 and SS. 20, 1,200 bombers TU 16 and 
TU 22, tomorrow several hundreds TU 26 
and a growing stock of nuclear warheads. 

US policy planners have failed to take into 
account that we are, in Europe, far more 
exposed to a surprise attack than the US 
territory. The m111tary posture which bas 
been imposed upon European NATO coun
tries ls such that it invites a preemptive at
tack on our conventional forces . The state 
of the balllstic art ls such now that the 
accuracy of Russian missiles allows a dramat
ic reduction of yields of their weapons and, 
having the initiative of mmtary operations 
and, consequently the benefit of surprise, 
Warsaw Pact forces may disarm European 
NATO countries through atomic strikes of a 
surgical precision, almost without signifi
cant collateral damage. To neutralize such a 
threat mobile atomic forces would be neces
sary. On the contrary, European NATO na
tions are told to increase their conventional 
contribution, that ls the type of forces that 
are more vulnerable to the present and fu
ture Soviet ballistic nuclear 1nvenory. 

This ls why we think that, far from 
endangering the future cohesion of NATO, 
the rejection of SALT II would oomfort 
America Allles in Western Europe. 

To summarize these views, let us say th&t 
the SALT negotiations seem to us a dan
gerous a.ffa.lr for the Western world. The 
position of America has been weakened, the 
relations between America 8/Ild her allies 
have been ma.de loose and, what ls more, 
many in Europe are convinced that during 
these talks, Russian negotiators have suc
ceeded in convincing their American coun
terparts that disconnection a.nd even dis
engagement from Europe ls the safest solu
tion for the United States. 

FOOTNOTES 

1 Admiral Elmo R. Zumwalt-"On 
Wa.tch"-pages 486-487. 

2 Craig Whitney-International Herald 
Trlbune--26 June 1979. 

3 Meeting with American Reta11 Federa
tion-See New York Times of May 11, 1979. 

'President Carter speech to America.n 
Newspaper Publishers Association of April 25, 
1979. 
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Herald Tribune of June 13, 1979. 

1 President Carter's address to Newspaper 
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SERIOUS DECLINE IN U.S. COKE 
PRODUCTION CAPACITY 

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, the grow
ing erosion of American coke production 
capacity threatens to worsen our trade 
deficit, increase our reliance on foreign 
oil, and weaken our steel industry. A 
study just released by the Industrial 
Economic Research Institute at Ford
ham University documents the extent 
of the problem. At my request, the sum
mary and conclusion of this study were 
printed in the RECORD on November 6, 
1979. Several sections of the body of 
this study provide valuable additional 
information. 

The chapter on current and projected 
cokemaking capacity describes the or
ganization of our present facilities, the 
age and deterioration of the equipment, 
and the strenuous efforts that have been 
made to bring coke ovens into compli
ance with environmental requirements. 
It also furnishes long-term projections 
of tlhe decline in our coke production 
capacity. 

Present law fails to recognize the value 
of coke ovens as an alternative energy 
source, producing a by-product medium
BTU gas used as a substitute for petro
leum and natural gas. I intend to offer 
an amendment to the windfall profits 
tax cut (H.R. 3919) that would make 
coke ovens eligible for the alternative 
energy property investment tax credit. 
This amendment will not only correct 
an anomaly in present law, lbut will also 
provide an incentive toward revitalizing 
decaying coke production facilities and 
halting the decline in production ca
pacity. 

Mr. President, I ask that the second 
chapter of the forementioned study be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The study follows: 
SECTION 2: CURRENT AND PROJECTED U.S. 

COKEM-~KING CAPACITY 

The annual capacity of the U.S. metal
lurgical coke industry has declined by ap
proximately 10 million tons over the last six 
years, and scheduled abandonments of ca
pacity during the next six years already ex
ceed planned capacity increases by more 
than 5.0 m1llion additional tons. This ero
sion of the industry's capacity to produce 
metallurgical coke was ascertained by a sur
vey and analysis of every coke-oven battery 
in the United States and a review of indi
vidual-company plans to maintain, augment, 
and abandon the capacity in existence as 
of July 31, 1979. As of that date, 199 by-prod
uct batteries with 11,413 ovens were in ex
istence at the 59 plants that comprise the 
industry's furnace and merchant segments. 
Approximately 10 percent of these oven-coke 
facil1ties were out of service for rebuilding 
and repair, leaving 179 batteries with 10,270 
ovens in operation, their potential maximum 
annual coke capacity amounting to 57.1 m11-
lion tons. 

The division o! this capacity between the 
industry's furnace and merchant se~ments 
is presented in Table 7, which also indicates 

the extent of ongoing activity to rebuild and 
repair existing facilities. The 52.7 million 
tons of furnace-plant capacity in operation 
at 46 plant locations represented 92.4 per
cent of the industry-wide total, with the 
balance (4.3 million tons or 7 .6 percent) ac
counted for by the industry's 13 merchant 
plants. 

TABLE 7.-POTENTIAL MAXIMUM ANNUAL CAPACITY OF 
OVEN-COKF. PLANTS IN THE UNITED STATES ON JULY 31, 
1979 

Batter-
ies Ovens 

In existence : 

Capaci•y 
(net tons) 

At furnace plants__ _______ 169 10, 076 58, 526, 655 
At merchant plants_ _______ 30 1, 337 4, 850, 850 

-~~~~~~~~~ 

TotaL__ __________ 199 11, 413 63, 377, 505 

Out of service : 1 
At furnace plants ________ _ 
At merchant plants •• • • __ _ 

(18) (1, 026) (5, 792, 550) 
(2) (117) (507, 715) 

TotaL ____________ _ (20) (1 , 143) (6, 300, 265) 

In operation : 
At furnace plants ________ • 151 9, 050 52, 734, 105 
At merchant plants_____ __ 28 1, 220 4, 343, 135 

~~~~~~~~~-

Tot a L _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 179 10, 270 57, 077, 240 

1 Batteries and ovens down for rebuilding and repair. 

Productive Capab111ty of U.S. Over-Coke 
Plants: 

The distinction between capacity "in ex
istence" vs. that "in operation" ls extremely 
important to any consideration of the coke 
industry's ability to produce coke at a given 
point in time. Because it excludes facilities 
that are off line for rebuilding and repair , 
capacity in operation is employed in this 
analysis to gauge the industry's potential 
maximum productive capability. Capacity 
in existence, on the other hand, is employed 
to assess historical and future capacity 
trends, as well as the geographic and age 
distribution of in-place cokemaking fac111-
ties, including those temporarily out of 
ser-.·ice. 

Effect of Rebuilding and Repair on Ca
pacity: 

As a general rule, between 6 percent and 
10 percent of the oven-coke capacity in ex
istence is continuously down for rebuilding 
and repair, given the continuous nature of 
the cokemaking process and the resultant 
steady wear and tear on the industry's plant 
and equipment. Rebuilding a coke-oven bat
tery sometimes involves the replacement of 
flues and walls, and in other instances, com
plete rebuilds are performed by tearing the 
battery down to its foundations and recon
structing it from the pad up. Likewise, oven 
repairs can be limited or may involve exten
sive hardware replacement. In any event, 
the process of rebuilding and repair is a con
tinuing one, increasing and decreasing ca
pacity in operation over time as some oven 
batteries are renovated and brought back on 
stream and others are withdrawn from serv
ice. The reinstatement of facilities that 
were off-line in 1978, for example, contrib
uted to increased production levels during 
the first half of this year. Also instrumental 
were improved rates of operation on new 
oven batteries, including those recently in
stalled by Lone Star Steel, Inland Steel, and 
U.S. Steel at its works in Fairfield, Alabama. 

Although ovens undergoing renovation 
cannot produce coke, they are considered 
to represent capaieity in existence, which 
increases and decreases primarily in re
sponse to the installation of new oven 
batteries and the abandonment of others. 
Additional infiuences that may change both 
capacity in existence and that in opera
tion on a year-to-year basis include the fol
lowing: 

"Ongoing changes in the condition and 

effi:!iency of ovens as a result of their ad
vancing age and the effects of unavoidable 
v.car and tear. 

" Increases in coking times in order to 
reduce emissions and thereby conform with 
environmental regulations. 

"Additional constraints on produativity 
imposed by other measures to reduce oven 
emissions, such as stage charging and door
seal cleaning, which extend the time be
tween charges and reduce the time avail
able for coking. 

"Shifts in the grades of coke produced, 
with foundry coke requiring a longer cok
ing cycle than its blast-furnace counter
part. 

"Changes in the mix of coking coals 
charged, their quality affecting coal-to
coke yields and oven throughput. 

" Increases in the output of existing oven 
batteries from such modifications as the in
stallation of equipment for coal pre-heating 
and pipeline charging. 

"Reductions in flue temperatures and 
oven throughput because of deteriorating 
refractory conditions." 

Actual Productive Capab111ty on July 31, 
1979: 

It must be stressed that ca.pa.city in 
operation represents the coke industry's 
potential maximum rather than actual 
productive capability. Seldom, if ever, will 
a coke plant sustain at 100 percent operat
ing rate over an extended period of time, 
given the recurring need to shut down in
dividual ovens to perform maintenance and 
minor repairs, which frequently requires 
that adjacent ovens be removed from serv
ice. In recent years, pollution-control re
quirements have increased the frequency and 
extent of oven maintenance and have also 
induced a number of output-reducing 
modifications in coking practice (See Sec
tion 4, pages 131-132). As a consequence, 
the optimum annual operating rate attain
able by active coke plants throughout the 
industry currently approximates 92 percent 
of their aggregate capacity. On this basis, 
the 57.1 mlllion tons of industry-wide 
capacity in operation on July 31, 1979 
translates into an actual productive 
capability of 52.5 million annual tons. 

TABLE 8.-ESTIMATED DECLINE IN ACTUAL PRODUCTIVE 
CAPABILITY OF OVEN-COKE PLANTS IN THE UNITED 
STA TES: 1973 VERSUS 1979 t 

[In millions of net tons) 

Change 

Per-
1973 1979 Tons c~nt 

Capacity in existence ______________ 75. 0 63.4 11.6 15. 5 
Capacity in operation ____ ________ __ 67. 5 57. 1 10. 4 15. 4 
Actualproductivecapability ________ 63.5 52.5 11.0 17.3 

t Comparison of estimated average levels for 1973 and levels 
on July 31 , 1979, as determined by Fordham University survey 

In 1973, the year of record steel production 
in the United States, the coke industry pro
duced 63.5 million tons of oven coke, which 
was generally considered to represent the 
limits of its productive capability.1 Capacity 
in operation in 1973 ls estimaited to have 
averaged approximately 67.5 mill1on tons and 
capacity in existence, about 75.0 million tons, 
compared to the previously cited levels of 67.1 
million and 63.4 million tons prevailing on 
July 31, 1979. This means that a minimum of 
10 million tons of actual produotive capabil
ity and, in turn, capacity have been lost over 
the last six years. 

Analysis of U.S. Oven-Coke Capacity in 
Existence: 

Tables 9 and 10 distribute the potential 

i Eugene T. Sheridan, Supply and Demand 
for United States Coking Coals and Metal
lurgical Cqke, Bureau of Mines, 1976, p. 18. 
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ma.ximium annua.l capacity in existence at 
the nation's 59 oven-coke plants according to 
their geographic location and the relative age 
of their 199 oven batteries. Paralleling the 
geographic distribution of production set 
forth in Section 1, Table 9 indicates that 

Pennsylvania, Indiana., and Ohio account for 
the largest sh.a.res of total in-place ca.pa.city. 
In Table 10, this capacity is divided into its 
furnace and merchant-plant components 
for purposes of analyzing the age of existing 
ovens. This division is essential because of 

major differences in the cokema.king process 
and maintena.n<:e procedures employed by 
plants producing blast-furnace vs. foundry 
coke, ddfferences with a direct bearing on the 
life spans of their respeoti ve coke-oven 
batteries. 

TABLE 9.-GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF U.S. OVEN-COKE CAPACITY IN EXISTENCE 

Capacity in Percent Capacity in Percent 
States Plants Batteries Ovens existence 1 of total States Plants Batteries Ovens existence 1 of total 

Alabama __ -----------------·------ 25 1, 215 5, 713, 710 9. 02 Michigan __________________________ 3 8 508 3, 681, 025 5. 81 
California, Colorado, Utah _________ __ 14 710 3, 609, 120 5. 70 Minnesota, Wisconsin _______________ 1 2 100 179, 945 .28 
Connecticut, Maryland, Massachu· Ohio ______________________________ 12 35 1, 878 9, 502, 775 14. 99 

setts, New Jersey, New York ______ 4 18 1, 074 5, 498, 360 8. 68 Pennsylvania ______________________ 12 46 2, 962 16, 184, 465 25. 54 Illinois ____________________________ 4 7 326 1, 992, 900 3. 14 West Virginia. __ ------------------- 2 9 519 3, 760, 960 5. 93 ln.jiana ________________ ---- -. -- -- - 6 25 1, 076 10, 944, 525 17. 27 
Kentucky, Missouri, Tennessee, Texas 5 10 415 2, 309, 720 3. 64 Total_ ___ • _________ ---- ----- 59 199 11, 413 63, 377, 505 100. 00 

1 Net tons of potential maximum annual capacity in existence on July 31, 1979, as determined by Fordham University survey. 

TABLE 10.-AGE DISTRIBUTION OF U.S. OVEN-COKE CAPACITY IN EXISTENCE 

Ca pacify 
Percent of 

Ca pacify 
Percent of In In 

A11e in years 1 Batteries Ovens existence 2 total Aae in years 1 Batteries Ovens existence 2 total 

Furnace plants: 
0 to 5 •• ------------·---·---·----- 24 1, 437 13, 261, 545 22. 66 

526 

Merchant plants: 
0 to 5---------------------------- 4 242 993, 530 20.48 5 to 10 ___________________________ 7 5, 167, 670 8.83 5 to 10 ___________________________ 2 95 462, 820 9. 54 

10 to 15. ·------------------------- 6 330 1, 746, 160 2. 98 10 to 15 ___________________________ 4 201 18. 81 912, 500 15 to 20. __________________________ 20 1, 225 6, 325, 450 10. 81 15 to 20 ______________ __ ______ ___ __ 1 60 240, 170 4. 95 
2, 383 20 to 25. -------------------------- 40 20.24 20 to 25 ___________________________ 0 0 0 0 

25 to 30·------- -·----------------- 37 2, 216 
11, 848, 265 
10, 798, 160 18. 45 25 to 30. _______ ___________________ 7 298 1, 044, 995 21. 54 

30 to 35 •.. ---------- ------ ·---·--- 17 1, 071 5, 592, 530 9, 56 30 to 35. _____________________ ___ __ 1 47 94, 900 I. 96 
12 35 to 40 ___________________________ 650 3, 008, 695 5.14 35 to 40 _____ ______________________ 3 100 283, 240 5. 84 Over 40. _____________ _____________ 6 238 778, 180 1.33 Over 40. __________________________ 8 294 818, 695 16. 88 

Total. ________ ----·------·-- -- -- _ 169 10, 076 58, 526, 655 100. 00 Total _____________ -··- ___________ 30 1, 337 4, 850, 850 100. 00 

1 Age dates from 1st entry into operation or from last date of rebuildina. 2 Net tons of potential maximum annual capacity in existence on July 31, 1979, as determined 
by Fordham University survey. 

The combination of coals used to produce 
foundry coke results in a much lower vola
t111ty in the charge, which generally ranges 
from 22 percent to 25 percent volatile matter, 
a.s opposed to 29 percent to 33 percent for 
·blast-furnace coke. A typical foundry-coke 
cha.l'ge consists of 15 percent anthracite, 35 
percent low-volatile coal of 16 percent to 17 
percent volat111ty, and 50 percent medium
volatile coal of 27 percent to 28 percent 
volatility. Such a charge makes it easier to 
control pushing emissions than the changes 
of higher volat111ty used in producing bla.st
furnace coke. 

As previously discussed, blast-furnace coke 
varies in particle size, averaging about two 
inches, and is usually produced on a 16- to 18-
hour cycle, which can be reduced to 13 hours 
in plants with pre-heating devices. Foundry 
coke, on the other hand, has one dimension 
of about nine inches and is produced on a. 
much longer cycle, ranging from 27 to 30 
hours; oven temperatures are much lower 
than those needed for blast-furnace coke, 
approximately 1800° F. vs. 200° F. With the 
longer time cycle and lower temperatures, 
foundry coke is manufactured with less oven 
wear and tear, and consequently, the ovens 
remain in acceptable working condition over 
a. greater number of years. In many foundry
coke plants, ongoing maintenance prevents 
the need for major repairs and rebuilds, 
comparable to those needed on oven bat
teries producing blast-furnace coke. 

The age distribution of existing oven bat
teries is a. key consideration in evaluating 
the coke industry's current condition and its 
ab1lity to sustain itself as a. continuing and 
viable source of coke supply. The generally 
accepted standard is that 25 to 30 years rep
resents the normal, effective life span of a 
coke-oven battery. As ovens advance beyond 
this age level , they tend to incur serious 
maintenance problems from leaking doors 
and seals. a.s well as from overall structural 
deterioration. The wear and tear incurred 
over years of operation often results in en
vironmental-control problems, technically 

and economically incapable of satisfactory 
solution to meet established legal guidelines. 
Ultirnately, opera.ting efficiency and coke 
quality are adversely affected, and so too the 
efficiency of blast furnace required to operate 
on marginal coke. As Table 10 reveals, coke
oven obsolescence is an acute problem in 
both the furnace and merchant segments of 
the coke industry. 

Age of Coke OveiliS a.t Furnace Plants: 
As of July 31, 1979, more than one-third 

of the ca.pa.city in place at the coke industry's 
furnace planlts was 25 or more years old; and 
an additional one-fifth of capacity was be
tween 20 and 25 yea.rs old, which has serious 
negative implications for the industry's abil
ity to sustain its production of blast-fur
nace coke i~ the yea.rs ahead. 

The impact of capital-spending programs 
undertaken to install new oven batteries 8.Ilid 
reha.bil1tate existing fa.cllities is indicated by 
the fa.ct that 31.5 percent of furnace-plant 
capacity is 10 yea.rs old or less. Reflecting 
recent modernization efforts, furnace plants 
have in,stalled 2·2.7 percent or their existing 
capacity in the la.st five yea.rs, ailid on July 31, 
1979, a.n additional 9.2 percent of their ca
pacity (5.4 million tons) was out of service 
and undergoing rehabilitation. The greatest 
concentration of equipment being reworked 
was 25 to 30 years old, although many oven 
batteries in this critical age category cannot 
be upgraded to meet pending environmental 
regulations and have been earmarked for 
abandonment. Significantly, despite the ex
tent of current modernization activity and 
scheduled new-facUity installations, furnace 
plants will incur a net loss of 2.5 million tons 
of capacity between July 31, 1979 and the 
end of this year and will lose additional ca
pacity in. the years ahead. 

Age o! Coke Ovens a.t Merchant Plants: 
The age distribution of ca.pa.city in exist

ence at merchant plants is iilidicative of the 
operating and maintenance practices they 
employ in producing !ouilida.ry coke. Com
pared to their furnace-plant counterparts, 
they use a greater proportion of aged equip
ment and generally have a. much smaller per
centage of their in-place ca.pa.city down for 

rebuilding and repairs. Giveni the preference 
of merchant producers to reha.bilita.te bat
teries on a.n oven-by-oven. basis, as opposed 
to performing pad-up rebuilds, only 3.1 per
cent of their existing capacity was not of 
service on July 31, 1979. As of that date, 
however, 46.2 percent of their capacity was 
25 or more years old, and 16.9 percent was 
over 40 years old. In part, this incidence of 
aged capacity stems from the practice of 
avoiding costly major rebuilds, which would 
have lowered the age composition of their 
oven population, but it derives from the 
fa.ct that merchant-plant ovens a.re sub
jected to less wear and tear, which permits 
them to remain in operation longer than 
those at furnace plants. 

Despite notable differences, furnace and 
merchant producers share the problem of be
ing heavily dependent on old plant and 
equipment. On an industrywide basis, 35.S 
percent of existing oven-coke capacity (22.4 
million tons) is 25 or more years old. The 
industry's investment capability and spend
ing for new coke ovens have been restricted 
by a long-term lack of profitability, and al
though capacity modernization and replace
ment have been actively pursued (approxi
mately 20 million tons of existing capacity 
has been installed in the la.st 10 years), in
flation and mounting pollution-control costs 
have contributed to a steady erosion of the 
industry's productive capability that is due 
to continue, given the excess of scheduled 
capacity abandonments over new-facllity in
stallations. 

Future reductions in U.S. oven-coke ca
pacity: 

Information on the potential maximum 
annual capacity in existence at U.S. coke
maklng plants was last reported to the Bu
reau of Mines in 1960, and official Govern
ment capacity statistics based on reported 
data have not been available since that time. 
In 1976, a Bureau publication analyzing coke 
supply and demand estimated that the po
tential maximum capacity in existence on 
December 31, 1975, totaled 74.3 million tons. 
By Julv 31, 1979, existing capacity had de
clined 10.9 mlllion tons from this year-end 
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1975 level. As previously discussed, this was 
ascertained by surveying each of the Na
tion's coke plants, their aggregate in-place 
capacity amounting to 63.4 million tons. In 
addition to the capacity survey, an analysis 
was made of individual-company plans to 
install new oven-coke batteries and to re
pair, rebuild, modify, and abandon existing 
batteries. In this manner, it was determined 

that capacity in existence ls now scheduled 
to decline by an additional 5.3 million tons 
through December 31, 1985, to an annual 
total of 58.1 million tons. 

Table 11 sets forth long-term historical 
trends in the potential maximum annual 
capacity in existence during 1950-1979, and 
table 12 details future annual changes in 
this capacity through December 31, 1985, 

indicating the outlook for both furnace and 
merchant producers. Notably, while the 
t>ven-coke capacity in existence at mer
chant plants ls scheduled to increase slight
ly by year-end 1985, furnace-plant capacity 
is due to decline by 5.6 million tons over the 
same period. On an industrywlde basis, the 
trend of capacity reduction is scheduled to 
evolve as follows: 

TABLE 11.-LONG-TERM TRENDS IN THE POTENTIAL MAXIMUM ANNUAL CAPACITY OF COKEMAKING PLANTS IN EXISTENCE IN THE UNITED STATES 

[In thousands of net tons) 

Dec. 31 

1950 __________________ ___ ____________________________ _ 

1951_ __ - - ---- ------ --- - -- - - - ----- -------- --- - ---- -- - - -
1952 ___ - --- -- -- - ----- - --- -- - ------- ---- - - -- -- - - - - - --- -
1953_ -- - - -- -- -- - ----- -- - ----- - - ----- - -------- -- -- -- - - -
1954 _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -1955 _________________________________________________ _ 

1956_ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - -- - - -- - - -- - - - - - - -

As of July 31, 1979. 

Oven coke 

72, 488 
74, 228 
76, 428 
78, 258 
78, 596 
79, 676 
79, 965 

Beehive coke 

11, 572 
13, 859 
12, 005 
10, 073 
8, 078 
6, 285 
5, 766 

Dec. 31 

~~~~= == == = = = = = = = = = = =: = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = == = = == == = = = = = = = 1959 _________________________________________________ _ 

1960_ ---- - - -- -- -- ------ -- -- -------- -- -- - - -- -- - - ---- -- -
1975_ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - -
1979 __ - -- -- -- - - - - ---- -- -- -- - ----- - - ---- ------------ ---

Oven coke 

80, 299 
82, 498 
81, 448 
78, 877 
74, 266 
63, 378 

Beehive coke 

5, 503 
5, 020 
4, 369 
4, 616 

NA 
NA 

Source: Data for 1950-60 from U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Mine• ( ~·ies dis
continued after 1960); oven-coke capacity on Dec. 31, 1975, from previously cited Bureau of 
Mines study by E. T. Sheridan; 1979 capacity determined by Fordham University survey. 

TABLE 12.-U.S. OVEN-COKE CAPACITY IN EXISTENCE: CURRENT AND PROJECTED THROUGH 1985 

[Annual capacities in net tons) 

At furnace plants At merchant plants Total 

Dec. 31 Batteries Ovens 
Capacity in 
existence 1 Batteries Ovens 

Capacity in 
existence 2 Batteries Ovens 

Capacity in 
existence 2 

Current 1 ______________ ___ : _____ 169 10, 076 58, 526, 655 30 1, 337 4, 850, 850 199 11, 413 63, 377, 505 
1979_ -- ----- -- -- -- ------ -- -- --- 163 9, 615 56, 024, 580 31 1, 409 5, 210, 740 194 11, 024 61, 235, 320 
1980 __ - - - -- -- - - -- -- --------- -- - 162 9, 581 55, 886, 245" 31 1, 409 5, 210, 740 193 10, 990 61, 096, 985 
1981_ _______ -- ---- -- - - -- ---- - - - 156 9, 320 55, 520, 880 30 1, 384 5, 159, 640 186 10, 704 60, 680, 520 
1982_ --- -- -- ---- -- -- - - -- ------- 144 8, 661 43, 413, 735 30 1, 384 1, 559, 640 174 10, 045 58, 573, 375 
1983_ -- -- - - - - -- - ------- ---- ---- 140 8, 410 53, 825, 820 30 1, 384 5, 159, 640 170 9, 794 59, 985, 460 
1984 __ ----- -- -- -- - - -- --- ----- - - 136 8, 206 53, 052, 020 30 1, 384 5, 159, 640 166 9, 590 58, 211, 660 
1985 __ - -- - - - --- - ---- -- - - -- - -- - - 135 8, 161 52, 896, 895 30 1, 384 5, 159, 640 165 9, 545 58, 056, 535 

I July 31, 1979. 
2 Potential maximum annual capacity of oven-coke batteries in existence, whether active or 

out of operation for repair, rebuilding, or other purposes; capacity in operation is generally 5 to 
10 percent lower than that in existence and represents a more meaningful measure of productive 

capability. Projected changes in capacity are based on current individual-company plans to install 
new oven-coke batteries and to repair, rebuild, modify, and abandon existing batteries; they 
do not account for the impact on capacity to be exerted by increasing facility age and continuir.e 
wear and tear over the period cc;nsidered. 

Date Batteries Ovens 
Ca~acity in 
existence 1 

July 31, 1979 _________ 199 11, 413 63. 4 
Dec. 31, 1979 _________ 194 11, 024 61. 2 
Dec. 31, 1982 _________ 174 10, 045 58. 6 
Dec. 31, 1985__ _______ 165 9, 545 58.1 

1 Millions of net tons of potential maximum annual capacity 
in existence. 

Based on the current status and timing of 
individual-company plans to expand and/or 
abandon capacity over the period through 
1985, 90 percent of the previously cited in
dustry-wide capacity loss of 5.3 million tons 
will occur by year-end 1982, occasioned in 
significant measure by planned facility aban
donments in response to environmental
control deadlines (See discussion below). 
Over the period July 31, 1979 through De
cember 31, 1985, the industry will lose 34 
coke-oven batteries and 1,868 ovens. The 
remaining oven population of 9,545 will in
clude a greater proportion of taller ovens, 
and accordingly, the projected 16.4 percent 
decline in the number of ovens will reduce 
capacity by 8.4 percent to the aforemen
tioned level of 58.1 million tons. 

By December 31, 1985, compared to the 
status of its in-place capacity 10 years earlier, 
the industry will have lost 66 coke-oven 
batteries and 3,779 ovens, having a combined 
annual capacity of 16.2 million tons. The 
end result will be to seriously impair its 
ability to satisfy the nation's requirements 
for metallurgical coke. 

Future Reductions in Productive Coke 
Capab111ty: 

It must be reemphasized that the future 
capacity reductions just set forth represent 
scheduled changes in the potential maximum 
annual capacity in existence at U.S. oven
coke plants. These changes are based on 
survey findings a.s to the status of existing 
capacity and individual-company plans to 
alter that capacity as of July 31, 1979. In a 
number of instances, plans to rehabilitate 
existing facilities remained indefinite a.s of 
that date, so that the rate of oven abandon
ments may ultimately be modified, and so 
too the rate of capacity decline. It must also 
be recognized that the scheduled changes in 
capacity presented above do not account for 
the continuing impact of increasing facility 
age and additional wear and tear over the 
period considered, and in this respect, they 
tend to overstate the likely future levels of 
existing capacity, which primarily will de
termine the coke industry's future produc
tive capability. 

With allowances for fac111ties scheduled 
to be rebuilt and repaired, a.s well as main
tenance and environmental constraints on 
the remaining capacity in operation, it is es
timated that the industry's actual produc
tive capability will decline to a 1985 level of 
approximately 47.0 million tons. This is re
garded a.s the highest level of coke produc
tion likely to be attained, given the qualifi
cations on existing capacity stated above. In 
etfect, the ability of the nations coke pro
ducers to supply their product will decline 
from a current annual level of 52.5 million 
tons to 47.0 million tons by year-end 1985, 

which points to a continuation and eventual 
worsening of the current coke-supply deficit. 

TABLE 13.-COMPONENTS OF U.S. COKE DEMAND: ACTUAL 
1978 AND ALTERNATIVE FORECASTS FOR 1985 

[In millions of tons) 

19851 

2 per- 1 per-
1978 cent cent Zero 

Raw-steel output: 
BOF_ _____ - ----- ----- 83. 5 102. 6 95. 8 89. 3 
Electric ______________ 32. 2 47. 2 44.1 41.l 
Open-hearth. ________ 21. 3 7. 6 7. 0 6.6 

TotaL ____________ 137. 0 157. 4 146. 9 137. 0 

Pig-iron input: 
BOF ______ ------ _____ 69. 0 85.2 79. 5 74.1 
Electric •• _____ ------- .9 1.4 1.3 1. 2 
Open-Hearth.-------- 13. 4 4. 8 4.4 4. 2 

Subtotal__ _________ 83. 3 91.4 85.2 79. 5 
Ingot molds __________ 3. 3 3.5 3.2 3.0 
Foundries _____ ------- 1.1 • 7 • 7 .6 

TotaL ____________ 87. 7 95. 6 89. l 83.1 

Coke consumption: 
Blast furnace _________ 51. 3 53. 5 49. 9 46. 5 
Foundry and other_ ___ 5. 3 5. 6 5. 2 4. 8 

TotaL ____________ 56. 6 59.1 55.1 51.3 

1 Alternative forecasts based on indicated annual growth 
rates for total raw-steel output over the 1978--85 period. 

Future Supply Capability and Demand Re-
quirements: 

Table 13 sets forth the major components 
of U.S. coke dem.a.n.d in 1978, when con.sump-
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tion totaled 56.6 million tons, and presents 
alternative demand forecasts for 1985, based 
on annual growth rates for raw-steel output 
of zero, 1 percent, and 2 percent. A recent 
U.S. Department of Commerce study of the 
emerging situation in the steel industry con
cluded that the nation's steel market will 
grow at about 2 percent annually in the 
1980's a.nd that the requirements for domes
tic raw-steel output in 1985 will total 155.6 
million tons, which con~rms closely to the 
2 percent growth alternative in Table 13.2 

Embodied in this growth ailternatlve, which 
ls considered the most probable of those 
analyzed, a.re slower rates of population and 
economic growth, a.s well as a continuing 
downward trend of per capita. steel consump
tion a.s a. percent of GNP (steel intensity), 
due largely to automotive market develop
ments. 

In developing the alternative coke-dema.nd 
forecasts for 1985 presented in Table 13, the 
following determining influences were taken 
into account: (1) steel-company plans to al
ter the mix of steelma.king processes, wt th 
greater emphasis to be placed on the BOF 
and electric-furnace methods and significant, 
additional reductions in prospect for the 
once-dominant open-hearth furnace; (2) the 
furnace-charge composition employed in 
each steelma.klng process and the furnace 
yields attained, which govern the relation
ships between pig-lrOn input and raw-steel 
output; (3) the increasing application of 
continuous ca.sting and the corresponding 
decline in ingot-mold consumption per ton 
of raw steel prOduced; (4) the secular de
cline in foundry pig-iron requirements; and 
( 5) the secular decline in the blast-furnace 
coke rate and coke consumption trends out
side the blast furnace in foundarles and 
other end-use markets. 

Implicit in the demand forecast in Table 
13 are a. number of shifts in steel technology 
and improvements in the coke-using efficien
cy of blast-furnace plants, the most signifi
cant of which can be quantified as follows : 

"Electric-furnace steelma.king, which em
ploys only minor quantities of pig iron and 
generates little coke demand, will increase at 
an average annual rate nearly twice that for 
the iron-based BOF process. 

"Despite the growing emphasis on the elec
tric furnace, the BOF will remain the lea.d
ing raw-steel producer by a wide margin; the 
share of total output accounted for by the 
BOF will increase from 60.9 percen•t in 1978 
to 65.2 percent in 1985, and over the same 
period, the electric-furnace share wm trend 
upward from 23.5 percent to 30.0 percent; 
open-hearth participation will decline from 
15.6 percent to 4.8 percent. 

"Reflecting increased continuous-casting 
activity, the use of pig iron to cast ingot 
molds will fail to keep pace with raw-steel 
production. The quantity of raw-steel con
tinuously cast is forecast to increase from 
20.8 million tons in 1978 to 30.0 million tons 
in 1985. 

"Additional advances in blast-furnace 
technology and their impact on reducing 
coke consumption will occasion future re
ductions in the coke rate from a levP.l of 
0.585 in 1978 to 0.560 in 1985." 

Notably, under ea.ch of the growth alter
natives analyzed, the coke industry's 1985 
supnly ca.pab111ty of 47.0 million tons will be 
inadequate to meet demand requirements. 
Given a 2 percent annual growth in raw
steel output over the 1978- 1985 oeriod. U.S . 
coke demand in 1985 will total 59.1 million 
tons, resulting in a 12.1-million-ton short
fall in domestic supply. Under the less-likely 
1 percent growth alternative, demand would 

2 Robert K. Sharkey, et al. , "Long Term 
Trends in U.S. Steel Consumption: Implica
tions for Domestic Capacity," Industrial Eco
nomics Review, Office of Industrial Econom
ics, Office of the Chief Economist, U.S. De
partment of Commerce, Vol. 1, May 1979. 

exceed domestic supply by 8.1 million tons, 
and even if steel output pursues a course of 
zero growth, which is considered an extreme
ly remote possib111ty, domestic supply will 
fall short of demand requirements by 4.3 
million tons. The zero-growth example in 
Table 13 is provided solely for demonstra
tion purposes to indicate the critical nature 
of recent and pending reductions in coke
oven ca.pa.city and their impact on the coke 
industry's a.b111ty to serve as a viable source 
of adequate supply. 

The shortfalls in domestic coke supply 
projected for 1985 raLse the prospect of sig
nificant future limitations in the nation's 
steel-producing capability. Although some 
foreign coke will be available to partially 
offset any domestic supply deficit, Section 3 
indicates that most overseas coke producers 
will not be able to supply the United States 
at times of active steel-industry demand 
within their own borders. Accordingly, under 
the most probable 2 percent growth alterna
tive, assuming an active world steel ma!"ket, 
the total coke-supply deficit will exceed 10 
million tons and will occasion a mur,h larger 
curtailment of steel output. 

By 1985 , given a forecast coke rate of 
0.560, an approximate 10-million-ton short
fall in coke for blast-furnace use will reduce 
total pig-iron production by 17 .9 million 
tons, resulting in a 17-million-ton decline in 
the availability of iron for steelmaking. 
Based on the mix of steelmaking proccs:::es 
to be employed, it will take about 0.58 tons 
of pig iron to produce a ton of steel, so that 
raw-steel production will be redui::ed by 29.3 
million tons, representing the equivalent of 
some 21.5 million tons of finished s~eel-mill 
products. 

Impact of Environmental Regulations on 
Capacity: 

In the foregoing analysis, environmental 
regulations have been cited as a major cause 
of the serious decline in the U.S. coke indus
try's productive capability. Their direct , neg
ative impact on industry output has resulted 
from their role in: ( 1) accelerating the 
abandonment of existing coke-oven ca.pa.city, 
(2) reducing the throughput of ovens that 

·re\nain in operation, and (3) retarding the 
installation of new oven batteries, either by 
edict or by substantially increasing their 
capita.I cost. 

Environmental regulations affecting the 
coke industry have been promulgated by 
federal, state, and local governments, their 
number and severity increasing throughout 
the current decade. The formal beginnings 
o! the nationwide drive to combat pollution 
date back to 1970, when the Clean Air Act 
was passed. Under its provisions state gov
ernments were required to develop plans with 
specific proposals to reduce air and water 
pollution. Known as State Implementation 
Plans (SIP), they were to be submitted by 
1972, their ma.in objective being to limit the 
amount o! suspended particular matter tn 
the air to 75 micrograms per cubic meter. 
Initially, it was hoped that this degree o! 
air quality would be achieved by July 1, 1975, 
but un!ortuna. tely, the goal was never 
achieved. 

Congress a.mended the Clean Air Act on 
August 7, 1977, extending the effective date 
for the aforementioned air-quality level to 
1982. This date applies to the nation as a 
whole, whereas individual companies were 
given until August 7, 197·9 to achieve com
pliance, w'th fines to be imposed on those 
not meeting the deadline. By July 1, 1979, 
new SIP's were to be filed by the individual 
states for approval by the Federal Environ
mental Protection Agency (EPA). 

As o! December 31, 1982, EPA will require 
that any company in violation of environ
mental regulations shut down its non-com
pliant facilities. This EPA ruling has 
prompted coke companies to enter into so
ca.lled consent decrees with the government, 

indicating their plans for the !acllities in 
question. An example of this is the consent 
decree agreed to between U.S. Steel Corpo
ration and the Department of Environ
mental Resources o! the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania.. Filed on May 22, 1979, the 82-
page document and its 112 pages o! appen
dices specify measures to be taken and com
pliance dates to be met for the control of 
air and water pollution resulting from op
erations at the Corporation's Clairton, Na
tional, Duquesne, Edgar Thomson, Irvin, 
Homestead, Va.ndergri!t, and Johnstown 
plants. With respect to the Clairton Works, 
the nation's largest cokemaking plant, dates 
are specified for the installation of devices 
needed to control emissions on several coke
oven batteries, and abandonment dates are 
set for a. number of other batteries. 

In order to implement established air
quality objectives, Congress has divided the 
United States into two distinct geographic 
categories. Areas with less than 75 micro
grams of suspended particulate matter per 
cubic meter a.re in the attainment group, 
and those exceeding 75 micrograms are in 
the non-attainment group. 

Atta.inme11f.; areas may be further sub
divided into three classes. The first class, a.a 
described in Section 160 o! the Clean Air 
Act, includes national parks, national wil
derness areas, national monuments, national 
seashores, and other national or regional 
recreation sites of scenic or historical value. 
Beyond this designation, the states have 
the power to determine whether the re
mainder of the attainment areas within their 
borders and outside of Class 1 shall be classi
fied as Class 1, 2, or 3. If an area is designated 
a.s Class l, it joins those areas so specified 
by Congress. In these regions, a minimum of 
additional air pollution is allowed over that 
existing a.t the time of their classification. 
The annual average can be increased by only 
five micrograms per cubic meter. 

Classes 2 and 3 allow for larger increments 
of particulate matter. In Class 2, particulate 
matter can be increased by 19 micrograms 
per cubic meter over and above the prevail
ing level a.t the time o! classification. Such 
an increase is permitted only if the new 
total is less than 75 micrograms. By contrast, 
Class 3 allows for a greater increase in par
ticulate matter; namely, 37 micrograms per 
cubic meter over and above that originally 
measured, however. this is only permitted 
if the total does not exceed 75 micrograms 
per cubic meter. In both classes, additional 
industrial equipment must employ the best 
available control technology (BACT). 

Co'ke companies installing new fac111ties in 
a. non-attainment area. must go beyond BACT 
in their planning. In this instance, they 
must look to other technologies to achieve 
the lowest achievable emissions rate (LAER) 
from their facilities. This objective often 
involves a trans!er of technology between 
industries and may even initiate a world
wide search for control techniques. 

In addition to the technology required, 
there a.re three !urther conditions that must 
be met before facilities can be installed in 
a non-attainment area. 

"l. The company installlng the facilities 
has to bring or agree to bring all of its facili
ties in that state into compliance, whether 
these are located in an attainment or non
attainment area. 

"2. It must provide trade-offs against new 
sources of pollution; that is, pollution must 
be diminished in either its plants or other 
non-company plants in the non-attainment 
area. by the a.mount that the new !acllity 
would create. 

"3. It must demonstrate continuing prog
ress in the reduction of particulate matter 
toward the attainment of 75 micrograms per 
cubic meter." 

The aforementioned conditions a.re appli
cable to both additional and replacement 
capacity. For example, if a. coke oven is torn 
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down to its foundations and rebuilt, it ls 
considered a nevr source of pollution, even 1f 
its capacity remains the same, and it must be 
made to conform to the LAER terms. Under 
these circumstances, the replacement of 
existing capacity or the addition of new 
capacity in a non-attainment area has be
come more and more difficult and expensive. 

The problems for coke producers posed by 
environmental regulations become apparent 
by reviewing the current status of their coke
making fac111tles a..nd their plans for modern
ization, replacement, and the installation of 
new oven batteries. Such a review is provided 
in the remainder of this section. It is pre
sented on an individual-company basis and 
evaluates the facilities at each of their 
plants. In turn, the presentation covers the 
coke industry's furnace-plant segment, fol
lowed by companies classified as merchant 
producers. Information on individual coke
producing plants was obtained from inter
views with appropriate personnel from the 
companies involved.• 

SENATOR PELL COMMENDED 
• Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, recently 
Ruth Dean of the Washington Star pub
lished an excellent article about my good 
friend and colleague from Rhode Island, 
CLAIBORNE PELL. 

For as long as I can remember, Sena
tor PELL has been a leader in supporting 
the arts in the country, and I am espe
cially pleased that this article gives him 
the recognition that he so richly deserves. 
Because the article conveys such an ac
curate portrayal of our distinguished 
colleague from Rhode Island, I request 
that it be printed in tonight's RECORD. 

The article ~ollows: 
SENATOR PELL CARRIES ON HIS BA'ITLE FOR 

CULTURE 

(By Ruth Dean) 
In the world of politics, comments made 

a.nd impressions given in the heat of battle 
are usually passed oil' afterwards with a "no 
hard feelings" smile and a handshake. 

Sen. Claiborne Pell, D-R.I., has waited two 
years to sa.y the same to Ronald S. Berman, 
the former Nixon-appointed chairman of the 
National Endowment for the Humanities 
with whom he was embroiled in an headline
ma.king, 18-month confrontation. 

The time lapse ls not surprising, consider
ing the acrimony that characterized the 1976 
hearings Pell chaired a.s head of the author
izing subcommittee for the endowment in 
the Senate. The lengthy confrontation disin
tegrated into a tangle of conflicting person-
8.Utles, politics a.nd rhetoric over elitism a.nd 
academic freedom, and assumptions in the 
conservative press that Pell was engaged in a 
personal vendetta. Berman lost out in the 
end, a.nd the present chairman, Joseph D. 
Duffey, a. former Democrat activist, was even
tually appointed and confirmed as his suc
cessor. 

What ls surprising ls that Pell-a proud 
a.nd stubborn man, but sensitive to the hu
man condition-would after a.ll this time 
offer what amounts to public regrets to 
Berman. It ls, to be sure, a carefully consid
ered statement, which in effect says Pell 
"was right" in principle, but there should 
be no impression that he personally disliked 
Berman. 

"I have no personal dislike-in fact I have 
high regard for Dr. Berman," he said several 
times in an interview. "There's not a single 
persona.I feeling of distaste or opposition 
that I have toward him. It's "just that we had 
differing views. I have a very Ol';;al personal 
regard for him." 

Pell broached the subject early in the 
interview, on the eve of markup of 1980 re
authorization legislation for the arts 'and 

humanities endowments. The man who 
fathered the 1966 legislation bringing the 
national endowments into being was ·saying 
how annoyed he gets with critics who think 
the Democrats are politicizing the arts for 
their own partisan advantages. Espousal of 
arts funding was hardly the way to the 
voters' hearts in the early 1960's, he recalled. 
"Arts were not respectable ... People didn't 
w::i.nt their children to be artists. 

"If I'd been interested in my political 
betterment, I would never have gone into 
the arts, because I got more political hassle 
and drawback when I started out, than 
benefit from it. As fa.r as the humanities go, 
I would have been much better off if I'd 
never engaged in that argument with Dr. 
Berman. I lost a large number of supporters 
and friends who thought I was wrong. I 
think I was right, but I felt I was right as 
a minority, and I prevailed." 

Pell added, "There was nothing personal 
against Dr. Berman. It's just that we ha.d 
differing views. His view, I think, was that 
the humanities should be run more from 
Washington, with the humanities counclls 
being co-opting bodies. My view was that 
the humanities should spring more from the 
grass roots and that they should be part of 
the warp and woof of the state government. 

"It was a difference in philosophic view
point. But from the viewpoint of my political 
position, I lost rather than gained. I may 
have won my battle, but I incurred, as I 
said a. loss of support. And, measured in 
financial terms too, I can think of people who 
supported me before who didn't afterwards." 

Berman, who now teaches at the Univer
sity of California at San Diego, was pleased to 
hear about Pell's public statement that he 
entertained no personal animosity toward 
him. The senator had expressed the same 
sentiments to him privately after the hear
ings, Berman revealed, "but rarely does one 
get the pleasure, even a.t several years' dis
tance, of being vindicated." He said the need 
for an apology might have been avoided if his 
and the senator's differences of opinion on 
endowment policy had been kept separate 
from the issue of his re-appointment. 

Pell, whom Rhode Island voters returned 
to the Senate last year for a third term, is 
one of the senior body's most influential 
members. As chairman of the Rules Com
mittee, second highest ranking member of 
the Foreign Relations Committee, chairman 
of the subcommittee on education, arts and · 
humanities-membership on 12 committees 
in all-Pell commands a. position of power 
and influence enjoyed by few of his col
leagues. He keeps this balancing act to
gether, as a Pell staffer describes it, through 
"a tremendous ab111ty to keep track of 
things, and sort of let themselves work out." 

A CLEARER OVERFLOW 

Pell confesses he doesn't have e.s much 
time to give to the arts and humanities as 
he once did, but feels the distance that sepa
rates him from them by more pressing duties 
gives him a clearer overview of how they're 
faring and in what their future direction 
should be. 

Last summer his subcom:nlttee held e. re
authorization hearing on the endowments 
and the Institute of Museum Services. He 
stubbornly persists in his original opinion 
that the institute belongs in the Smith
sonian, and not in the new Department of 
Education where it now ls, but has allowed 
a. two-yeti.r extension to work the.tout. What, 
if any, changes will be reflected in the mark
up session this week, he would not reveal be
cause the subcommittee is stm working out 
some issues. 

The June hearings reflected Pell 's concern 
with secrecy of the grants panels in both 
endowments, and his oft-stated desire to 
broaden the base of the st.ate humanities 
committees-an issue that was hotly con
tested by state chairmen. He still is con
cerned a.bout "the possib111ty of venality 

occurring," of a panelist seeking a. job with 
an institution that hes received an endow
ment grant. "This is what we would want to 
be careful of," he said. 

For the interview, Pell chose what his 
staff calls "the little omce"-a misnomer, 
because the omce located just off the Sen
ate floor is rather large. However, the 
memora.b111a of 18 years' public service 
gives it a crowded look. Covering one wall 
are photos taken of the senator with presi
dents, popes and other political super
numeraries. Ov an opposite wall, over a sofa, 
hangs a Thomas Sully portrait of Pell's 
great-great-grand-uncle, George M. Dallas, 
vice president of the United States under 
James Polk. 

Would Pell be supporting the expected 
candidacy of the late president's brother 
and his friend and colleague, Sen. Edward 
(Ted) Kennedy? 

Pell ... is the "only sitting senator now, 
except for Teddy," he said, who supported 
Robert Kennedy's candidacy "even before 
he was assassinated." But as for Teddy, he 
said, "this time I'm staying neutral for the 
time being. Carter has been very good to 
our part of the country, and that's the view
point of our state." 

In years i:ast, the Pell family (their four 
children are now grown and embarked up
on their own lives and careers) frequently 
were seen on the tennis courts with the 
Kennedys. They also shared their enthusl
ac:m for saillng. But "with increasing senior
ity and responslbil1ties, I've simply less time 
now," said the senator. "That's why I gave 
up sa111ng 10 years ago, and tennis I really 
almost gave up four months ago. I've taken 
up running again because it takes less time, 
just a half hour a day. I've done it ever since 
I was 15; I guess I was one of the original 
joggers." His bad leg has kept him even 
from that. So he amended that boast with, 
"But I shouldn't say I do it, because I 
haven't done it in three months." 

This last remark ls typical of his passion 
f01: preciseness, which runs like a thread 
through his conversation and punctuates his 
hearing-room interrogations. Hapless ls the 
person who marshals his facts poorly, or 
throws him a catch-phrase not to his lik
ing. He positively loathes the term, "polltlza
tion of the arts" because he thinks the defi
nition usually assigned it ls "incorrect." 

Behind this precision Iles a real concern 
for people and a driving desire to solve their 
i::roblems in such diverse areas as hlgh-
speed rail travel, the protection of the 

.seabeds of the world from weaponry em
·placement, SALT II and making a college 
education possible for everybody, to name 
a few of his legislative claims to fame. 

Has he kept count of how many laws he 
has helped enact to make life a little easier 
for people? "No," he said with a. smlle. 
"That's why I enjoy this job, because that's 
what makes it fun."e · 

CONSIDERING ACTION IN THE 
ffiANIAN CRISIS 

• Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, yesterday 
the Senator from Kansas expressed his 
c0ntinued conce ... n, and the concern of 
the people of his State, and the entire 
Nation as to tht very serious situation 
in Irar... Ever since terrorists loyal to 
the Ayatollah Khomeini invaded the U.S. 
Embassy and held 61 American diplo
matic personnel as hostage to their po
Ftical demands, our concern has been 
limited in its expression by the delicate 
and dangerous state of the negotiations 
in Teheran. 

Our paramount and specific concern 
must be the lives of Americans. But this 
needless crisis crystalizes a deeper con-
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cern many of us have felt for months 
about the direction of our Iranian policy. 
I am referring to the priorities we have 
set in the past that bring us to the pres
ent concern about our stands on individ
ual liberties, respect for international 
law, our national energy security policy 
and to our overall geopolitical position 
throughout the world. These priorities 
have contributed to the situation in Iran, 
where the nexus of these concerns now 
tragically come together, and where 61 
American citizens are being held hostage 
in precarious circumstances. 

Our policy of accommodation with 
the Ayatollah is now seen to have been 
full of empty promises, now patently 
dashed. This morning's New York Times 
ran an excellent editorial which, while 
it still stresses the calm and restraint we 
must exercise during this fragile stand
off, decries the clouded vision that 
prompted Khomeini and his followers to 
take this ill-considered action. Mr. Pres
ident, I request that the editorial be 
printed in full in the RECORD at the con
clusion of my remarks. 

RESOLVING AMERICAN WU.L 

I have been in daily contact with the 
Executive Department, monitoring inso
far as we are able the extremely delicate 
situation in Teheran. The position our 
people in Iran face is difficult in the ex
treme. The position in which our Govern
ment finds itself in its attempts to deal 
with this crisis appears to be deteriorat
ing. The Senator from Kansas would like 
to emphasize his belief that the protec
tion of lives and safety of the individual 
Americans held hostage must remain the 
foremost concern of the U.S. Govern
ment. It must be the first priority of the 
administration and of all of us to safe
guard our people, and to do everything 
p0ssible to secure their release. I support 
the steps already taken in this regard. 
Whatever measures we take must reflect 
caution and prudence. 

The editorial follows: 
THE STAKES IN IRAN 

There have been good reasons for responsi
ble Americans to hold their tongues about 
the outrage in Iran this week. No one, plainly, 
has a really good plan to assure the rescue 
of the 60 hostages and other vulnerable 
Americans in that disintegrating society. 
John Connally was quick to cast blame; he 
seems to believe it ls sinful only to appease 
a foreign crown. But given the widespread 
frustration of Americans, the wonder ls that 
so many political figures have understood 
the predicament of the Presldent--and of 
the hostage&-and taken ca.re not to goad the 
nation into frenzied action. 

The off-stage whispering, however, seems 
to dwell on two extreme responses: get rid 
of the Shah or call out the cavalry. They 
deserve some ventilation before glib conclu
sions gain public favor. 

Whatever one's view of the Shah, he was 
admitted to the United States, rightly or 
wrongly, because he was sick and powerless. 
Iran's student warriors may not know that, 
but Ayatollah Khomeini does. He knows that 
Washington tried to appease him. by dis
couraging the Shah from settling here ln 
the first place. The Ayatollah also knows 
that the Carter Adininistra.tion gave him 
mmtary aid to crush various rebels and en
courage American business to help rebuild 
his economy. If all that was not enough to 
preserve an elementary diploma.tic civllity, 
tt can only be because the Ayatollah needed 
this contest of will. The suspicion grows that 
to salvage his power in the streets of Teheran, 

he found it necessary to reopen a unifying 
battle against the Shah and America. No 
shameful ransom will dissolve such calcu
lated hostmty. 

some may think the Shah ls not worth 
the risk to 60 American lives. But 1f they 
do not see dishonor in trading hlm, they need 
at least to recognize that paying blackmail 
to a government that kidnaps diplomats can 
only invite further hUiniliations, and not 
only by Iran. Above all they need to under
stand that bargaining a.way the rights of 
immunity and sanctuary that have been 
violated at the Teheran embassy would de
stroy the rules that even warring nations 
normally observe to protect human life and 
communication the world over. That cause 
far transcends the Shah. 

So why not send the troops and get it 
over with? It may come to that 1f the host
ages are harmed. But Tehera.n is not Entebbe 
airport; a huge force would be needed to 
seiz.e the hostages and protect their evacua
tion. The casualties would be great, espe
cially among those being saved. And hun
dreds of other Americans in Iran would suffer 
the vengeance of the mob. 

Moreover, a temporary invasion could well 
rescue the Ayatollah from the collapse his 
policies have brought near. As Steven Er
langer wrote in The New Republic before 
the embassy was seiz.ed, the embattled priest 
has managed to excommunicate nearly all 
of the forces of the middle class, the left 
and the mmtary that united to topple the 
Shah- leaving only the priests and the 
forinidable but incoherent mass of the poor. 
"And they are hardly enough to preserve 
anything but a prolonged anarchy." That is 
why Khomeini has been inventing plots and 
American devils. 

Delay, then , is a prudent course if it can 
be used to obtain the release of the cap
tives without revivifying the Ayatollah's 
gasping regime. But that delay and those 
efforts should not be allowed to confuse the 
other interests that the United States is 
deterinined to protect. The Iranian authori
ties should have been on clearer notice all 
week that they will be deemed responsible 
for the fate of all Americans in their coun
try. And the world needs to understand that 
American and other emissaries will discuss, 
but not bargain for , the release of the 
hostages. 

If the Palestine Liberation Organization, 
for example, wants to improve its reputation 
among Americans by arranging an evacua
tion, that is one thing. But if the P.L.O. were 
to replace the Ayatollah as ransom collec
tor by demanding official recognition in ex
change for its help, that is quite another 
matter. 

Even this much speculation can cause 
damage in such a volatile situation. But this 
episode promises to trigger a heated debate 
about America's standing in the world. The 
nation's purpose ought to be clear even 
before it knows whether lts tactics were 
right.e 

CARRYOVER BASIS REPEAL 
• Mr. CULVER. Mr. President, we have 
now had more than 2 years of experience 
in trying to fashion a fair and efficient 
implementation of the so-called carry
over basis. I believe that the record dem
onstrates that this attempt has failed 
and that future experiments with carry
over are similarly doomed. I am con
vinced that outright repeal of this pro
vision is the only responsible course of 
action. 

Senators will recall that the carryover 
basis was initiated by the Tax Reform 
Act of 1976 as part of a "package" in
cluding estate tax changes. Among the 
changes were reforms, much needed and 

long overdue, to change then-existing 
estate tax exemptions to account for 
more than 3.0 years of inflation on farm
land values and to allow farms to be 
assessed on a "current use" standard. 
These changes were essential to the pres
ervation of the family farm in this 
country and farmers from all across 
Iowa had contacted me to let me know 
how important it was to enact them. 

But while the estate tax improvements 
have been a stride forward, the attempt 
to place carryover in effect has been an 
administrative nightmare. Whatever the 
theoretical arguments in favor of the 
carryover basis, in actual practice it has 
been intolerably complicated, often un
fair and counterproductive to the 1976 
changes in estate tax law. I have received 
hundreds of letters from Iowans de
tailing the enormous technical difficul
ties created by regulations written by 
the Department of the Treasury to im
plement carryover. 

In attempting to determine the origi
mi,1 cost of property, particularly farm 
property, estate planners and adminis
trators have been forced to spend hours 
and even days searching county land 
records and sketchy family farm finan
cial records in what is often a fruitless 
attempt to determine when property was 
acquired and at what price. 

A Cedar Rapids lawyer tells me he is 
lucky to come up with even a "guesti
mate" of what land cost when it was 
originally acquired by a farm family. 

Because these burdensome require
ments and a new tax occur precisely at 
the most difficult and personally trying 
time for a farm family, they unneces
sarily aggravate the problems of at
tempting to keep the land within the 
family. 

We ought to be encouraging the con
tinuation of the family farm, not dis
couraging it. And we ought to make our 
tax laws as simple, reasonable, and fair 
as possible in order to earn respect and 
voluntary compliance. American farm
ers have enough concerns in these diffi
cult and inflationary times without hav
ing to worry about mind-boggling paper
work and the future of the land they and 
their parents have worked so hard to 
make profitable for their children and 
grandchildren. 

The farmers of Iowa say carryover 
basis threatens their very existence. The 
accountants, lawyers, and executors of 
Iowa say carryover basis is unworkable. 
I must agree. 

Last year I supported the moratorium 
on carryover basis which delayed its im
plementation until the end of this year. 
After careful study, I have concluded 
that I cannot support the continued 
application of carryover basis taxation. 
I have asked that I be added as a co
sp0nsor of s. 1163, a bill to repeal carry
over basis, and I am committed to work
ing for passage of legislation repealing 
the section of the 1976 Tax Reform Act 
which created carryover basis.• 

IN HONOR OF VETERANS DAY 
• Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, on Sunday 
we will witness memorial services 
throughout the country to honor our 
veterans who so nobly served in the 
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Armed Forces of our country, so that 
our winters of wars could melt into a 
new and lasting spring of peace and 
hope for all people. On every Veterans 
Day we reflect on the past and celebrate 
the hopes and promises of the future. 
We are reminded that no one abhores 
war more than those who have had to 
fight, and that none have a greater right 
to insist that our country pursue policies 
which prevent war and preserve peace 
than those who have taken up their 
country's arms. This day, therefore, re
inforces our belief in maintaining a 
strong military capability to retain our 
defense strength to preserve that pre
cious state of conditions called peace. 

NEED MORE THAN CEREMONIES 

While Veterans Day is a just and ap
propriate tribute, we must not limit our
selves to this day, designated to honor 
our brave men and women who fought to 
preserve our Nation, our way of govern
ment and our freedoms. Today and every 
day we must pause to reflect upon our 
veterans; to meet our responsibilities 
and obligations justly deserved by these 
men. 

While our first duty to this country's 
war veterans is to insure that there will 
be no more war veterans, we must do 
more. These men who have sustained 
our Nation through its perilous hours are 
the recipients of veterans' benefits which 
have evolved through history, and which 
increasingly can and should represent 
our concern for them. Therefore, it is 
essential that we maintain and improve 
the various programs and services af
forded to our veterans. It is crucial to 
reverse the present trend we are wit
nessing, with continuous cuts in vet
erans' programs, to demonstrate our 
gratitude and care to these most deserv
ing men for their brave and selfless serv
ice to our country. 

MEDICAL AND HEALTH CARE SERVICES 

Mr. President, of most crucial concern 
and importance is the drastic cuts that 
have occurred in the field of medical and 
health care. Last year, the administra
tion's budget cutting resulted in drastic 
cuts in medical personnel, equipment and 
facilities, resulting in a drastic deteriora
tion in the quality of medical care in our 
VA medical facilities. And the trend 
seems to be continuing. The Congress 
appropriated funds last year to provide 
for the greatly needed beds and person
nel for the efficient operation of our VA 
hospitals. 

However, the administration did not 
use these funds for this purpose, and, 
consequently 3,132 beds were cut and 
1,500 personnel were cut. outpatient 
clinics are understaffed and underfund
ed, and the overall staff /patient ratio is 
well below that of private hospitals. We 
must not let this trend continue. It is a 
justified obligation and responsibility. 
We must remember that a man who per
formed special service to his country 
deserves special treatment from that 
country. 

EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES 

Additionally, our veterans have been 
and are being denied adequate employ
ment opportunities. This is especially 
crucial for the Vietnam veteran. For this 

group of people, unemployment and un
deremployment have reached high rates. 
The latest census bureau figures showed 
in a single year, 1 million Vietnam vet
erans were unable to find jobs that kept 
them employed all year round. Many 
failed to earn an adequate wage. Unem
ployment among minority veterans re
mains unacceptably high at 14.1 percent 
in order to allow them to participate 
fully in American society on their own 
terms, they need and deserve better ac
cess and availability to a wide range of 
job opportunities. 

EDUCATIONAL BENEFITS 

Mr. President, we must also continue 
our efforts to liberalize GI educational 
benefits, to make it easier for men and 
women who have served honorably in 
our armed services to reap the benefits 
of American life. Our veterans face in
creased costs of education and decreased 
available funds. For the third consecu
tive year, the President's budget did not 
include 1 cent for a cost-of-living in
crease for our Vietnam veterans avail
ing themselves of the GI bill. Preference 
in public employment at all levels and 
special consideration of veterans appli
cants by private employers are essential 
to insure that veterans, recently released 
from military service, have an oppor
tunity to earn a livelihood for themselves 
and their families. All of these programs 
must be systematically and frequently 
reviewed to insure that benefits and serv
ices to veterans, their dependents and 
survivors are adequate in view of ever
increasing social and economic circum
stances. 

So let us this Sunday remember the 
service our veterans gave to this Nation. 
It is their day. A day to pay tribute to 
those who have accepted the ultimate 
responsibility for the well-being of our 
Nation. Let m show our gratitude and 
respect this day with memorials and 
speeches. But even further, let us show 
our thanks in the days and years to come 
by demonstrating our individual consid
eration and respect to these men, and 
on a larger scale by insuring the efficient 
and adequate maintenance of programs, 
benefits and services our veterans justly 
deserve.• 

THE KU KLUX KLAN 

• Mr. BOREN. Mr. President. It is with 
increasing concern that I have read re
ports coming from around the country 
of accelerated activity by the Ku Klux 
Klan. Violence and tragedy have already 
been associated with activities of the 
Klan in North Carolina. 

I am particularly disturbed by reports 
of attempts to recruit young people in 
our schools for membership in this or
ganization. Even in my home State of 
Oklahoma which has always prided itself 
upon its frontier spirit of equal oppor
tunity for every person, there have been 
reports of membership drives by this 
notorious organization. 

The people of our Nation should not 
be fooled about the real nature of this 
organization. It tries to cloak its real 
purposes behind a few aims which are 
stated for public consumption. However, 
its fundamental purpose remains the 

spreading of racial and religious hatred 
and prejudice. Organizations like the 
Klan should be repudiated and rejected 
by every right thinking American citizen. 

Our Declaration of Independence and 
our Constitution recognize the God
given right of religious freedom. To try 
to stir up hatred and mistrust of others 
based upon religious belief is against the 
fundamental principles of Americanism. 

Likewise, we recognize that the same 
God created all peoples of all races. Ev
ery person has human dignity. Our Na
tion needs harmony and unity as never 
before. Instead of encouraging preju
dice and ill feeling between Americans, 
our task and goal must be to build mu
tual understanding and respect between 
all of our people of all races. · 

The Ku Klux Klan has no legitimate 
place in Oklahoma or anywhere else in 
America. 

Mr. President, I especially call upon 
our young people to reject those like the 
Ku Klux Klan who preach hatred and 
disunity. The spirit of community needs 
to be -rebuilt in our Nation. Our Nation 
needs to be constantly moved forward 
to reach the goal of allowing all per
sons of every race and religion to reach 
their full potential. 

I am confident that the young people 
in Oklahoma and all across this country 
will reject the wreckers and join the 
builders.• 

THE UNITED STATES MARINE 
CORPS 

• Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, tomorrow, 
November 10, marks the 204th anniver
sary of a proud, elite organization-the 
United States Marine Corps. 

The numerous deeds of this elite 
American fighting force has been indel
ibly recorded in the annals of American 
history • • • "From the Halls of Monte
zuma to the Shores of Tripoli." And, as 
their hymn so proudly hails, "We have 
fought in many a strife for life and never 
lost our nerve." 

A SALUTE TO THE MARINES 

Mr. President, I would like to take this 
opportunity to salute our Marines 
wherever they may be; past, present, and 
future by inserting in the RECORD an 
article from "Fortitudine," the news
letter of the Marine Corps historical pro
gram. It tells about a proud American 
who many thought was a Marine, but 
never was. 

This is not to suggest association with 
John Wayne caused the Marines any 
problem. To the contrary, the Marines 
used this American hero as an unofficial 
recruiter. Probably, in the corps' exist
ence no one individual caused more 
people to · enlist in the Marines than 
John. 

The Marine Corps League, a national, 
congressionally chartered, organization 
of all Marines, recognized this in 1971 
and named him the recipient of their 
coveted "Iron Mike Award." 

To pay tribute to John Wayne is to pay 
tribute to the Marine Corps. To pay 
tribute to the Marine Corps is a tribute 
to our great Nation. 
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Mr. President, I ask that the following 
article be printed in the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
JOHN WAYNE: THE MARINE WHO NEVER WAS 

(By Lawrence H. Suid) 
The epitaph could well have read: "Marion 

Morrison: Graduate of Annapolis, 1929; Hero 
of Tarawa.; Commandant of the Marine 
Corps." 

His oldest son, Michael, once observed: "I 
think he would have been a success at any
thing he did. He would have been an out
standing lawyer if he had been a lawyer. He 
would have been an outstanding politician if 
he had chosen to have been. He would have 
been an outstanding anything because he has 
that drive. He has a particular personality. He 
has charisma. It ts just something that dl!
!erentiates people. He has it." 

Instead of going to Annapolis, as he briefly 
considered doing, Marion Morrison went to 
the University of Southern California on a 
football scholarship. And instead of becoming 
a Marine ·hero in World War II he became 
John Wayne, a hero !or all Americans. 

While the Duke rose to stardom as the 
quintessential cowboy hero, his m111tary roles 
probably have had a more significant impact 
on several generations · of American males. 
Wayne, of course, performed his heroics in 
movies rather than on fields of combat. 
Nevertheless, !or much of today's populace, 
the illusion of the visual media tightly inter
twines with the reality of life. The Alamo and 
the Old West no longer remain to be !ought 
over, but young men can still join the 
Marines. 

When filming "The Outsider," the story of 
Ira Ha.yes, at Camp Pendleton, the director 
asked a group of 10 young Marines why they 
had enlisted. Fl ve said because of watching 
John Wayne in his war movies. On an "Owen 
Marshall" television episode, a Vietnam de
serter explained why he thought war had 
been right before he joined the military: "I 
was eighteen a.nd war was something John 
Wayne !ought or we watched on our new 
color TV." 

Perhaps the best description of Wayne's 
infiuence through his military roles comes 
from two Vietnam veterans. Ron Kovic, in "I 
Was Born on the Fourth of July," recalled 
watching "Sands of Iwo Jima." "The Marine 
Corps hymn was playing in the background 
as we sat glued to our seats, humming the 
hymn together and watching Sergeant 
Stryker, played by John Wayne, charge up the 
hlll and get kllled just before he reached the 
top. And then they showed the men raising 
the flag on Iwo Jima with the Marines' 
hymn still playing. . . . I loved the song so 
much, a.nd every time I heard it I would think 
of John Wayne and the brave men who raised 
the flag on Iwo Jima that day. I would think 
of them and cry. Like Mickey Mantle and the 
fabulous New York Yankees, John Wayne in 
'Sands of Iwo Jima' became one of my 
heroes." 

Later, Kovic couldn't wait to run down and 
meet the Marine recruiters at his high school 
assembly: "And as I shook their hands and 
stared up into their eyes, I couldn't help 
but !eel I was shaking hands with John 
Wayne and Audie Murphy." Likewise, Philip 
Caputo, in his "Rumor of War," remembered 
that even before he talked to the Marine re
cruiters, "I saw myself charging up some dis
tant beachhead, like John Wayne in 'Sands 
o! Iwo Jima,' and then coming home a sun
tanned warrior with medals on my chest. The 
recruiters started giving me the usual sales 
pitch, but I hardly needed to be persuaded." 

Ironically, of all the war movies in which 
the Duke represented the American fighting 
man, he portrayed a Marine only in "Sands of 
Iwo Jima" and "Flying Leathernecks." More
over, Marines themselves seem divided in 
their loyalties between "Sands of Iwo Jlma" 
and the film version of Leon Uris's classic 

Marine novel, Battle Cry. Many consider the 
latter movie to better· portray their actual 
wartime experiences in the Corps from boot 
camp through combat. 

Nevertheless, Wayne's Sergeant Stryker
not any of the stars of "Battle Cry," James 
Whitmore, Tab Hunter, or Aldo Ray-re
mains !or most Americans the symbolic Ma
rine, "the rugged top sergeant who bullies 
and bee.ts his men into a fighting unit." 
(Newsweek). According to another reviewer 
Wayne was "especially honest and convincing 
!or he manages to dominate a screen play 
which is crowded with exciting, sweeping 
battle scenes." (New York Times). Wayne 
himself felt his Academy Award nomination 
!or his performance was "worthy of the hon
or. I know the Marines and all the American 
Armed Forces were quite proud of my por
trayal of Stryker." 

John Wayne always remained acutely 
aware of his image as a mllltary man and 
its use to young men as a role model. He re
fused the offer to portray Patton on the 
screen because he did not want to be seen 
slapping an American soldier. Instead, he said 
he tried "to portray an omcer . . . or a non
commissioned omcer or a man in the service, 
in a manner that benefits the service and also 
gives a proper break !or the man to react 
in a human manner." 

The results of Wayne's portrayals did not 
always help those who sought to imitate his 
actions. One exasperated old sergeant was 
once reported to have told some careless 
troops: "There are two ways to do anything
the right way and the John Wayne way." 
And, his influence was not limited to im
pressionistic young recruits. Based on his 
military experiences in Vietnam, Josiah 
Bunting, author of the Vietnam novel The 
Llonheads, observed: "There is no question 
that the officers in Vietnam, combat infan
try omcers, especially in the grade of lieuten
ant colonel, which was the rank in Vietnam 
[were influenced by) this whole aura of ma
chissmo. . . . The influence of John Wayn
ism, 1! you want to call it that, on these peo
ple wa.s terribly profound." 

Wha.t did John Wayne possess which cre
ated this "profound" influence? The Duke 
himself thought it had its basis in his char
acterizations which always appealed to the 
same emotions: "You can call it primitive in
stinct or you can call it folklore. It has no 
nuance. It's straight emotions. basic emo
tions. They laugh hardy and hate lustily. 
There is a similarity in that. I wouldn't call 
it primitive as much as I would call it man's 
basic fight !or survival." In response to critics 
who suggest that these portrayals primarily 
appeal to adolescents, Wayne answered that 
he hoped his attraction is "to the more care
free times in a person's life rather than to 
his reasoning adulthood. I'd just like to be 
an image that reminds someone of joy rather 
than the problems of the world." 

Even when his political views brought down 
criticism in the late 1960s, his popularity and 
infiuence continued and even grew until he 
had become a living legend. His bouts with 
cancer demonstrated that the Duke's courage 
and strength did not exist only in the mu
sionary world of the motion picture screen. 
In the end, however, Wayne probably insured 
his place in American culture and society be
cause he came to persont!y patriotism and 
love for one's country. In "The Alamo," he 
sermonized: "Republic I I like the sound of 
the word. It means people can live !ree, talk 
free .... Republlc is one of those words which 
make me tight in the throat." To him, and to 
millions his image inftuenced, Republic was 
a word which makes a heart !eel warm, some
thing worth fighting for, dying for. In the 
end, Wayne's courage during his final lllness 
did show how much his movie-me.de heroism 
had become one with his own character and 
suggested that he might well have become a 
Marine hero in life instead of in fiction.e 

THE NATIONAL FARM-CITY 
COUNCIL 

• Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, the Na
tional Farm-City Council was formed 
25 years ago, with the purpose of bring
ing about "better understanding be
tween rural and urban segments of 
society." Over the years the council has 
expanded its program and widened its 
purpose to help solve new problems be
tween the country and the city. 

The members of the National Farm
City Council are organizations and indi
viduals prominent in the agribusiness 
complex. Representing nearly 150 orga
nizations, the council members are 
leaders of agriculture, business, indus
try, education, communications and 
youth groups. Although the council 
maintains no staff or home oftlce, it has 
enjoyed the service of Kiwanis Interna
tional as "coordinating agency". Kiwanis 
furnishes a headquarters address, sup
port for volunteer operating committees, 
a periodic newsletter and as one of the 
participating organizations 1n the coun
cil, it encourages the full cooperation 
of local clubs. There are State commit
tees in nearly all of the 50 States. The 
State of Alabama, for instance, has been 
a strong supporter of the council's pro
gram from the very start. 

The National Farm-City Council had 
its inception under the leadership of 
members of the Foundation for Amer
ican Agriculture plus other leaders tn 
the agribusiness complex. The Farm
City Committee in Alabama was organ
ized 1n 1955 by the commodities director 
of the Alabama Farm Bureau Federa
tion. The State farm bureau has con
tinued to house the committee and pro
vide staff time since that time. 

County and local committees in Ala
bama are typical of the manner in which 
the activities are supported not only 1n 
the United States but also in many other 
countries of the free world. 

Alabama's committee encourages year
round activities in the 67 counties, all 
aimed at achieving the goal of better 
rural-urban understanding. 

The annual focal point of farm-city 
activities is the National Farm-City 
Week, which is always the 7 days im
mediately prior to and including Thanks
giving Day. 

For the past 5 years, the committee 
has kicked off the State's farm-city 
observance with an Agricultural Appre
ciation Day. This statewide event honors 
leading farmers in 11 commodities and 
supports the great interdependence be
tween agriculture and other segments of 
our economic system. Since the farmer 
and the businessman must work together, 
the participants also honor an outstand
ing businessman in Alabama for his 
achievements in the free enterprise sys
tem. 

As many as 3,000 farmers, agribusi-
nessmen, legislators, and business lead
ers attend Agricultural Appreciation 
Day, which features a special aspect of 
the farm and city relationship each year. 
This year, the event features the Ala
bama State docks in Mobile from which 
State products are transported to all 
parts of the globe. 

With active farm-city committees in 
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every Alabama county, farm-city ac
tivities reach more than 5 million peo
ple. Many of these county committees 
have been recognized for their achieve
ments by the National Farm-City Coun
cil. 

Let me take this opportunity to com
mend the National Farm-City Council, 
and especially the Alabama Farm-City 
Committee, for their activities and wish 
them continued success in their endeav
ors to show that the farm and the city 
are truly partners in economic progress.• 

EQUAL EMPLOYMENT FOR THE 
HANDICAPPED 

• Mr. CUL VER. Mr. President, I urge 
my colleagues to support the Equal Em
ployment Opportunity for the Handi
capped Act of 1979 now awaiting Senate 
action. This legislation closes a costly 
and intolerable gap in our existing law. 
By amending title VII of the Civil 
Rights Act to include persons with 
handicapped conditions, we will firmly 
establish the rights of disabled workers 
to be treated fairly in the labor setting. 
That extension, Mr. President, should 
be approved for several reasons. 

Handicapped persons have long been 
excluded from employment on the 
myths that their attendance, job sta
bility, and performance records are 
lower than those of other workers; that 
their hiring will lead to higher insur
ance rates; and that the expense of 
needed physical accommodations will 
be excessive. Such fears have contrib
uted to the needles unemployment and 
underemployment of millions of skilled, 
competent individuals whose disabilities 
in no way impede their ability to work. 

On the contrary, experience has 
shown that the handicapped perform 
as well as or better than their fellow 
workers. Their employment has a mini
mal impact, if any, on insurance rates. 
And studies document that reasonable 
alterations in work sites, equipment, 
and job assignments to accommodate 
disabled workers do not impose signifi
cant hardships on the employer's busi
ness. Nonetheless. unwarranted attitu
dinal barriers to employment of the 
handicapped remain. This legislation 
would make those barriers unlawful. 

Second, the Equal Employment Op
portunity for the Handicapped Act will 
substantially reduce the costs imposed 
by continued discrimination against 
disabled workers. According to the 
committee report on this bill, the Fed
eral Government will spend an esti
mated $40 billion to support this Na
tion's handicapped population in 1980. 
State, local, and private support will 
add approximately $60 billion to that 
sum. By expe,nding the job opportuni
ties for handicapped employees, we not 
only reduce this country's welfare bur
dens-we add to its economic wealth 
and productivity by enabling disabled 
individuals to become fully contribut
ing citizens. 

Finally, Mr. President by insuring 
that workers can no longer be discrimi
nated against because of handicapping 
conditions, this legislation enhances the 

quality of llf e for all Americans. Like 
many, I am concerned that handi
capped men and women have the chance 
to become an integrated-not segre
gated-part of society. When we allow 
ability to replace disability as the key 
to social, educational, vocational, and 
recreational opportunities, we grow as 
a people and a Nation. As a cosponsor of 
this legislation, I urge my colleagues to 
support passage of the Equal Employ
ment Opportunity for Handicapped In
dividuals Act.• 

WHY TAXFLATION DISTORTS 
FISCAL POLICY 

• Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, many anal
yses of the Federal budget, such as 
those made by the Congressional Budget 
Office, employ the concept of a full em
ployment surplus to gage how restrictive 
fiscal policy is. The full employment 
surplus is supposed to show how large 
a budget surplus would be generated by 
existing policies if the economy were 
growing at 3 percent each year. That is 
how fast the forecasters believe the 
economy can grow in real terms. The 
CBO sees a growing full employment 
surplus as indicating a tight fiscal 
policy. The theory is that any deficit 
run when there is some slack in the 
economy is not inflationary. Unless 
there would be a deficit at full employ
ment, according to the analysis, there 
is still room for a more expansionary 
fiscal policy. 

Lately the full employment surplus 
has been rising, which CBO interprets 
as the result of tight fiscal policy. Given 
the fact that we have been running def
icits in a period of recovery, and are 
suffering record-high inflation, there 
seems to be a contradiction here. We 
should at least have learned from the 
stagflation of the 1970's that deficits 
often cause merely inflationary growth, 
not growth in real terms. But the con
tradiction becomes clearer when we look 
at the reasons why the full employment 
surplus is growing. 

The fundamental reason is taxtlation, 
or the bracket creep, that taxpayers ex
perience when their income keeps pace 
with infiation. Because of our progres
sive income tax structure, taxes always 
rise faster than income. When income 
gains are the result of inflation-and 
therefore illusory-the e1fective tax rate 
on real income rises even more sharply. 
This rise in tax rates means a revenue 
windfall to the Federal Government. It 
is this windfall in tax revenues that ac
counts for the growth of the full en
ployment surplus. In other words, it is 
the e1fect of rampant inflation on tax 
revenues that allows some analysts to 
regard fiscal policy as tight. Taken to 
its logical-or illogical-extreme, this 
approach would mean that the higher 
inflation is, the tighter fiscal policy is
assuming the Government does not radi
cally increase Federal spending. 

Mr. President, this is an absurd result, 
and it is another example of how tax
:flation distorts our economic judgments. 
With the revenue windfall from taxfia
tion, the Government would need to cut 
spending or pass a tax increase in order 

to demonstrate its commitment to fiscal 
restraint. 

Congress deserves no credit for cutting 
the deficit by allowing the imposition of 
a hidden ta.x. We must set our priorities 
openly and honestly, both in ta.x policy 
and in spending philosophy. We must 
realize that where we cut taxes, and 
where we spend, can make all the dif
ference between a stagnant economy 
and a growing one. We can no longer 
rely on the outmoded assumption that 
every form of spending merely takes up 
some of the slack in the economy. Our 
experience dramatically proves other
wise. 

To begin t;o understand where we are 
and where we ought to go, we must end 
taxflation. The Tax Equalization Act, 
S. 12, would do that by adjusting the 
income tax according to the annual rise 
in the Consumer Price Index. Tax rates 
will correspond to real income, and tax
payers will know what to expect at tax 
time. There is no other equitable way of 
ending taxfiation, and taxfiation must 
be stopped if we are to move toward a 
responsible and clearly understandable 
fiscal policy. We need to look at the size 
of government as well as the size of the 
deficit. The Tax Equalization Act would 
help do that, and I urge my colleagues 
to consider that f act.e 

CONGRESSIONAL LEADERS FROM 
THE GREAT PLAINS 

• Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, the 
Northern Great Plains, and I have par
ticular reference to North and South 
Dakota, have produced some outstanding 
Members of Congress. 

Mr. Philip A. Grant, Jr., associat.e pro
fessor of history at Pace University, 
prepared an excellent article on some 
outstanding Members of Congress from 
North and South Dakota. I ssk to print 
in the RECORD as a part of my remarks, 
the following article by Mr. Grant which 
appeared in the recent issue of the 
North Dakota Stat.e Historical Society 
publication. 

The article follows: 
CONGRESSIONAL LEADERS FROM THE GREAT 

PLAINS--1921-1932 
(By Ph111p A. Grant, Jr.) 

On April 11, 1921 the 67th Congress was 
called to order. Between the opening cere
monies on this day and the formal adjourn
ment for the First Session of the 72nd Con
gress on July 16, 1932, the nation was des
tined to experience one of the most exciting 
periods in its entire history. Roughly coin
ciding with the Administrations of Warren 
G. Harding, Calvin Coolidge, and Herbert C. 
Hoover, these 11 yea.rs were extremely event
ful ones for the United States Senate and 
House of Representatives. Among the prin
cipal domestic issues considered by Congress 
were farm relief, flood control, veteran's pen
sions, prohibition enforcement, and unem
ployment. Also, Congress would be preoc
cupied with such vexing international ques
tions as foreign trade, World War I debt 
payments, and partlclpa.tlon in the Perma
nent Court of International Justice (World 
Court). 

During the 1921-1932 periOd seveml gen
tlemen from the northern Great Plains were 
serving in the House and Senate. These in
dividuals, like their colleagues from other 
region~ throughout the nation, would have 
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the responsibllity of approving or rejecting 
the bllls and resolutions pending before 
their respective bodies. Most of these con
gressmen chaired standing committees and 
were identified with significant legislation. 

Among the congressmen from the north
ern Orea t Plains were Represen ta ti ves James 
A. Sinclair and Thomas Hall of North Da
kota. and William Williamson of South Da
kota. Sinclair, Hall , and Williamson were 
destined to spend an aggregate total of 65 
years in state and national government. 

Having served his political apprenticeship 
in the North Dakota. Legislature, Sinclair rep
resented one of the n&tion's most spacious 
congressional districts. Assigned to the Com
mittee on Flood Control, he became a spe
cialist on the problems plaguing the water
ways of the Mississippi and Missouri Valleys. 
In 1927 and 1928 Sinclair was one of the con
gressmen most instrumental in the passage 
of the Mississippi River Flood control Act, a 
landmark statute designed to affirm the com
mitment of the federal government in pre
venting and contromng natural disasters in 
a strategically located region of the Unite'i 
States. 

Prior to being elected to Congress, Hall had 
completed ten years as North Dakota. 's Sec
retary of State. Inasmuch as Hall was thP 
spokesman for one of the country's most 
thoroughly ~ra.ria.n constituencies, it was 
quite appropriate that he secured member
ship on the Committee on A~riculture. Al
though a. Renublican, be felt that the Cool
idge Administration was generally insensi
tive to the needs of the American farmer. 
Accordingly, he staunchly supported the 
controversial Fla.rm Relief (McNary-Haugen' 
Bllls of 1927 and 1928, both of which were 
vetoed by the President. In 1929. shortly 
after the inauguration of President Hoover. 
Hall played a prominent role in the delibera
tions culminating in the Agricultural Mar
keting Act. 

A former State's Attorney and Circuit 
Judge in South Dakota. Willlamson was 
Chairman of the Committee on Expendi
tures in the Executive Departments, 1927-
1931. Vitally concerned with the ouestion of 
government reor1?anization, he believed that 
Congress should constantlv be exploring 
possiblllties for improving the operations of 
the various deoa.rtments and bureaus. Wil
liamson's foremost le~isla.tive contribution 
was the 1930 law consolidating the numerous 
aS?encies having Jurisdiction over veteran's 
affairs, while his most severe disappointment 
occurred in 1932 when he fa11ed to persuade 
his colleagues of the urgency of streamlining 
the structure of the government and drasti
cally reducing its personnel. 

Three other accomnlished nolitical figures 
from the northern Great Plains WPre also 
serving in Congress during the Harding
Coolidge-Hoover era. They were Representa
tive Charles A. Christopherson of South Da
kota. and Senators Gerald P. Nye and Lynn 
J. Frazier of North Dakota. 

Christonherson was a former Speaker of 
the South Dakota House of Representatives. 
An attorney by profession, he became the 
ranking R-epublican on the Committee on the 
Judiciary. Prima.rlly interested in bankruptcy 
and law enforcement auesttons. he was to 
wield substantial influence over the enact
ment of two well-known statutes. the Fed
eral Bankruptcy Act of 1926 and the Pro
hibition Enforcement Act of 1929. Moreover, 
Christopherson was deenlv involved in the 
committee hearings anci floor debates over 
the Federal Anti-Injunction (Norris-La
Guardia) Act, a measure which sharply 
limited the powers of the judiciary in labor
management disputes. 

Nye had never held publlc omce prior to 
being sworn in to his first of !our terms tn 
the Senate in 1925. He was Chairman o! the 
Committee on Public Lands and Surveys, 

1927-1933, and the Special Committee to In
vestigate Campaign Expenditures, 1930-1932. 
While presiding over the Public Lands and 
Surveys Committee, Nye was to conclude the 
longstanding and complex probe of the in
famous Teapot Dome Scandal. As chairman 
of the special committee, he compiled vo
luminous evidence of campaign irregularities 
in highly publlcized senatorial elections in 
Nebraska. and Pennsylvania. Nye became so 
appalled by the documentation of widespread 
campaign a.buses in the 1930 congressional 
contest that in late 1931 he introduced a blll 
to impose stringent restrictions on federal 
election expenditures. Fiercely independent 
in his political orientation, the North Da
kota senator was to oppose nearly all the 
domestic and foreign policies of the Hoover 
Administration. Furthermore, he was dis
tinctly critical of many of the President's 
appointments to high judicial posts and 
regulatory boards and commissions, voting 
against the confirmation of six of Hoover's 
principal nominees. 

Having spent three terms as Governor of 
North Dakota., Frazier was to take his oath 
as a member of the Senate in 1923. Frazier 
was Chairman of the Committee on Indian 
Affairs between 1927 and 1933. Acknowl
edged as a leader of the bipartisan fa.rm 
bloc that emerged in the early 1920's, he 
consistently supported legislation to improve 
the welfare of American agriculture. Also 
a strong advocate of public power, Frazier 
voted to override presidential vetoes of 
Muscle Shoals Bllls in 1928 and 1931. After 
the outbreak of the Great Depression in the 
autumn of 1929, Frazier attracted nation
wide attention by his outspoken efforts in 
behalf of bills to relieve agricultural in
debtedness and assist unemployed or im
poverished World War I veterans. 

The two most lllustrious public servants 
from the Northern Great Plains during the 
1921-1932 period were Senators Porter J. Mc
cumber of North Dakota and Peter Norbeck 
of South Dakota. Mccumber and Norbeck 
en 1oyed remarkable success in their respec
tive political careers and certainly rank 
among the most influential national leaders 
ever produced by the States of North and 
South Dakota. 

McCumber was first elected to the Senate 
In 1899. At the time of his retirement in 
March, 1923, he was outranked in seniority 
by only three of his 95 colleagues in the 
Senate and had established a record among 
North Da.kotans for longevity in Congress. 
Mccumber was Chairman of the Committee 
on Pensions, 1903-1918 and 1919-1922. In 
January, 1922, he relinquished the chairman
ship of the Pensions panel to become Chair
man of the prestigious Committee on Fi
nance. In the latter capacity Mccumber was 
largely responsible for three of the priority 
legislative measures of the decade subse
nuent to the World War I armistice, the 
Tariff (Fordney-McCumber) Act of 1922, the 
Foreign Debt Commission Act, and the Ad
.1usted Serviceman's Compensation Blll. The 
Tariff Act, approved after prolonged and 
acrimonious debates in the House and Sen
ate. revived the practice of imposing protec
tive duties on foreign imports. The Foreign 
Debt Commission Act was designed to fac111-
tate preliminary negotiations with European 
nations on formulas under which the sub
stantial financial obligations contracted 
throughout World War I would be honored. 
Vetoed by President Harding, the Adfusted 
Serviceman's Compensation Blll nrovlded !or 
a 20 year endowment pollcy for Americans 
who had served in the armed forces during 
the wartime emergency. 

A former Lieutenant-Governor and Gover
nor of South Dakota, Norbeck was Chairman 
of the Committee on Pensions, 1925-1927, 
and the Committee on Banking and Cur
rency, 1927-1933. Gravely concerned over 
the magnitude of the Great Depression, he 

played a pivotal role in the deliberations 
evolving around two measures to alleviate 
the suffering permeating the nation, the 
Home Loan Bank Act and the Unemployment 
Relief (Garner-Wagner) Blll. 

Norbeck was firmly convinced that the 
!allure of the federal government to insist 
upon strict regulation of stock exchanges had 
been a major factor precipitating the De
pression, and in 1932 he presided over a. 
lengthy inquiry on the aJleged deficiencies of 
prevalllng stock market practices. Also a. 
senior member of the Committee on Agricul
ture and Forestry, the South Daltota.n in 
1932 authored a. comprehensive bill to pro
vide for a program to mitigate the excesses 
of the escalating fa.rm crisis. Despite the fact 
that the Democratic presidentiaJ. caltldidate, 
Franklin D. Roosevelt, scored an overwhelm
ing victory in South Dakota in 1932, Norbeck 
in the same year was handlly re-elected to 
his third term in the Sena.te. 

In addition to the obvious talents a.nd 
ablllties of the aforementioned congressmen, 
three major factors accounted for their col
lective infiuence between Aprll, 1921, a.nd 
July, 1932. These factors were as follows: 
( 1) Affiliation with the dominant polltica.l 
party; (2) Accumulation of seniority; and 
(3) Possession of desirable committe,e a'SSign
ments. 

From 1921 to 1931 the RepubliC81n Party 
controlled both the House of Representa
tives and the United States Senate. Ea.ch 
of the gentlemen cited above was a Republl
can. Indeed, the states of North and South 
Dakota. ha.d seldom elected Democrats to any 
ma.for omce. Since the Republicans deter
mined the success or fa.Uure of all mea.n.lng
ful leglslaition from 1921 to 1931, it was cer
tainly understandable why these congress
men from the northern Great Plains enjoyed 
somewhat of a polltica.l advantage. 

Throughout the 12 yes.rs between 1920 a.nd 
1932 the citizens of North and South Dakota 
maintained a tra.dlltion of re-electing incum
bents to the House and Senate. By the ad
journment of the First Session of the 72nd 
Congress the eight gentlemen previously 
cited had compiled 97 years of uninterrupted 
congressional service. The accumulation of 
such considerable seniority In large measure 
exnlalned. why these congressmen were so 
in.fiuentia.1. Thus, unlike those states having 
a. high proportion of 1unior members within 
the nmks of their delegations, the stature 
of North and South Dakota was roughly 
commensurate with the aggregate seniority 
of their congressmen. 

Most significantly congressmen from North 
and South Dakota were conspicuous by their 
presence on several key committees. Among 
these panels were the Senate Committees on 
Finance, Banking and Currency, and Agricul
ture and Forestry and the House Committees 
on the Judiciary, Agriculture, and Flood 
Control. Between 1921 and 1932 these six 
committees were responsible for initiating a 
sizeable portion of the principal b11ls and 
resolutions considered by the two Houses. 
Even under normal conditions each of these 
committees would have been quite Impor
tant. Their importance, however, was accen
tuated by the pressing need !or legislation to 
remedy such problems as the farm crisis of 
the 1920s and the suffering caused during the 
early stages of the Great Depression. 

The eight aforementioned members of the 
House of Representatives and United States 
Senate were chosen by the citizens of the 
northern Great Plains to serve in Congress 
during one of the most legendary periods in 
the country's history. Between Aprll 11, 1921, 
and July 16, 1932, each of these gentlemen 
complied records of genuine accompllsh
ment. Although the States of · North and 
South Dakota. accounted for only one percent 
of the nation's total population, their con
gressmen exerted profound and dispropor
tionate influence on Oapitol Hm.e 
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THE SALT TREATY 

• Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I 
have decided after months of careful 
thought that on balance, the SALT treaty 
holds out more hope for the United 
States and the world than would rejec
tion of the treaty. 

The best description of the treaty has 
been provided by Gen. David Jones, testi
fying for the Joint Chiefs of Staff, when 
he described it as "a modest but useful 
step." 

The treaty is disappointing in that it 
permits both Russia and the United 
states to further escalate the arms race 
after each is already capable of destroy
ing the other several times over. In this 
sense the treaty ratifies a balance of nu
clear terror with the potential of bank
rupting national treasuries if not de
stroying civilization. 

I vote for the treaty-not because of its 
intrinsic merit-but because it is part of 
a negotiating process between the two 
great military powers that holds out the 
hope of genuine arms reduction in the 
years immediately ahead. The Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee has now 
adopted unanimously a declaration of 
policy which I was privileged to sponsor 
which says in effect to the negotiators of 
the SALT ID treaty: "Don't bring us 
another treaty unless it pledges signifi
cant and substantial reductions of arms 
on both sides." The purpose of that dec
laration is to begin with the high, but 
supposedly equivalent, limits set by SALT 
II and then as quickly as possible to scale 
down those limits mutually and annu
ally. I would expect the reductions to be 
at least 30 percent below the SALT ll 
levels in all strategic categories and sub
categories. Those reductions should aver
age at least 5 percent during each year 
that SALT II is operative. 

With the unanimous approval of this 
declaration by ·my colleagues on the For
eign Relations Committee whom I hold 
in high esteem, and with the assumption 
that the full Senate will accept this 
declaration of policy for SALT ID, it is 
now my intention to vote for the SALT 
II treaty and to begin today to work for 
its passage and the implementation of a 
genuine arms reduction policy in the 
future. 

May I add one note: I would hope that 
our European friends would not, as some 
have suggested, rush ahead with new 
theater nuclear weapons. To do so could 
foreclose the possibility of mutual arms 
reductions in Europe. Soviet officials 
have recently taken initiatives to reduce 
troop and tank deployments in Eastern 
Europe. They have talked of possible re
ductions in intermediate-range missiles. 
Those initiatives should be carefully 
weighed and responded to at the diplo
matic table-not ignored by a mind1P.ss 
plunge into new theater weapons that 
are potentially destabilizing and coun
terproductive. 

For our European allies as for the 
United States and the Soviet Union, 
there is no reasonable alternative to 
detente. Either we must all work to re
verse the arms race and learn to live 
together or we will die together. 

These are the considerations that have 
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led me to enlist in the effort to ratify 
the SALT II treaty. I congratulate Pres
ident Carter, Secretary Vance, Secretary 
Brown, General Jones, Ambassadors 
Warnke and Earle, Mr. Cutler, and their 
predecessors in the Ford and Nixon ad
ministrations for their diligent work and 
incredible patience in keeping alive the 
hope that the world may yet be rescued 
from nuclear catastrophe.• 

MARYLAND'S INTERNATIONAL 
HORSERACE 

• Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, the 
28th annual running of the Washington, 
D.C., International will take place 
tomorrow at the Laurel Race Course in 
Laurel, Md. The International brings 
together champion thoroughbreds from 
all over the globe, and bestows the 
coveted "horse of the world" honors. 
Just as the United States crowns its best 
3-year-old thoroughbreds with the 
Triple Crown, so the world at large 
crowns its best horse through the Inter
national Crown. The international com
petition begins with the King George IV 
and Queen Elizabeth Stakes at Ascot, 
England; continues with the Prix de 
I' Arc de Triomphe at Longchamp, 
France; and concludes with the final 
jewel, the International at Laurel. 

The race has carried the name of 
Maryland all over the world, and we 
Marylanders are proud to host this pres
tigious classic. Our State is rightly said 
to be the birthplace of all horseracing 
in the United States, since the first thor
oughbred on this continent was owned 
by a colonial Governor of Maryland. Se
lima was brought to his Prince George's 
County plantation in the middle of the 
18th century, and ever since then, horse
racing has been a conspicuous part of the 
Maryland tradition. As in the past, I am 
pleased to recommend the race to Sena
tors as first-rate recreation and enter
tainment on an autumn afternoon in the 
midst of our busy agenda on Capitol Hill. 
I trust that we will have resolved all 
pending urgent national problems by 
post time so that we can attend with a 
clear conscience. 

With the prospect of a great afternoon 
ahead of us, I think it might be appro
priate to call attention to a small dark 
cloud on the horizon-the possibility of 
Federal legislation on the problem of 
horse drugging. A shadow has recently 
fallen on the racetracks in connection 
with the use of medical drugs on racing 
thoroughbreds. This practice has become 
widespread before races, in order to 
numb or abate anv injury, soreness, pain, 
depression, or other physical or psycho
logical handicap that might hamper the 
animal's performance. Such drug treat
ment is deeply inhumane to the horses, 
and, in addition, is unfair to the bettors, 
since the track records are worthless 
without accompanying drug records. It 
has been tolerated and condoned by most 
States because of some shortsighted and 
overconfident recommendations by train
ers and veterinarians. Their evaluations 
were soon undercut by a series of race
track accidents involving horse collapses 
that were traced partly or wholly to the 
prerace use of painkillers, respiration 
aids, and other medication. There were 

cases where horses in no reasonable con
dition to run were brought to the start
ing line after artificial numbing and 
priming, only to break down in the mid
dle of the race-to the hazard of other 
horses and the jockeys. One such in
cident resulted in the death of a jockey 
in Maryland last year. 

As the accidents mount, the threat of 
Federal regulatory intervention looms 
large. The Humane Society of the United 
States has drafted a bill that would im
pose a total nationwide ban on medica
tions for 72 hours preceding a race, and 
that bill now sits quietly on a back 
burner in the U.S. Congress. I have long 
thought that the Federal Government 
should be the regulator of last rP.sort, and 
it should intervene only if the States and 
the horsemen fail to act on their own. 
That being the case, I am heartened by 
the fact that, in the face of the threat of 
Federal legislation, the racing officials in 
Pennsylvania, West Virginia, and Dela
ware have talked about establishing a 
uniform antidrug standard. New York 
and New Jersey have already enacted a 
prohibit.ion. With this kind of positive re
action, the need for Federal intervention 
might be superseded by responsible re
fonn measures initiated from within the 
State horse-racing organizations. I note 
with part1cuiar satisfaction that the 
Maryland Racing Commission will soon 
be joining this movement to prohibit all 
use of medications on horses scheduled to 
race, and to keep horses that need medi
cation out of races. 

As the birthplace of American horse
racing, Maryland belongs in the ranks of 
States determined to end horse drugging 
a practice that threatens the integrity 
and reputation of this gentle, time-hon
ored pastime. I hope that all Senators 
from horseracing States will urge their 
State racing commissions to do the same. 
Let us move now to preserve the clean, 
sportsmanlike qualities that make horse
racing the sport of kings and the king of 
sports. The last thing the horsemen of 
this country need is the muzzle of the 
Federal Government in their stable.• 

SENATE RESOLUTION 279-DIRECT
ING SENATE LEGAL COUNSEL TO 
REPRESENT CERTAIN SENATE EM
PLOYEES 
Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I send a resolution to the desk and ask 
that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reso
lution will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 279) directing Senate 
legal counsel to represent certain Senate em
ployees and authorizing them to testify and 
produce documents with respect to certain 
matters. 

Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent for the immedi
ate consideration of the resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi
dent, reserving the right to object, what 
is the unanimous-consent reouest? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. For the im
mediate consideration of the resolution, 
and I will be glad to explain what;. the 
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resolution is if the Senator will reserve 
the right to object. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi
dent, I reserve the right to object. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
two employees of the Senate, Mr. Rich
ard Wegman and Mr. John Childers, re
spectively chief counsel and former mi
nority staft' director of the Committee 
on Governmental A1f airs, have been sub
penaed by counsel for the defendants in 
United States against Lance, et al., a 
criminal indictment in the District Court 
for the Northern District of Georgia. 
The subpena calls for their appearance 
to testify and produce documents of the 
committee. Defendant's counsel have 
indicated, however, that an aftldavit by 
Mr. Wegman may be suftlcient in lieu of 
appearances by these employees. 

The Ethics in Government Act of 1978, 
Public Law 95-521, provides that the 
Senate may direct the omce of Senate 
Legal CoWlSel to represent Senate com
mittees and employees. This resolution 
authorizes the Senate legal counsel to 
represent employees of the committee 
and Mr. Childers in connection with the 
subpenas. In addition, the resolution, as 
required by Sena.t.e rule XX:X, author
izes these emplayees to testify and pro
duce documents with respect to the mat
ters described in the subpenas issued in 
the case of United States against La.nee. 

I move that the Sena.t.e approve this 
resolution. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi
dent, just one question, and I will not 
object. This has nothing to do with the 
suit brought by Senator GoLDWATER? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Oh, no. MY 
distinguished friend knows that before 
I would call up any resolution with ref
erence to that matter, I would notify 
him, Mr. GoLDWATER, Mr. JAVITS, and Mr. 
CHURCH. I am not accustomed to moving 
in such ways. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I am cer
tain of that. I thank the Senator from 
West Virginia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the resolution. 

The resolution was considered and 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The resolution, with its preamble, is 

as follows: 
S. REs. 279 

Whereas, in the case of United States of 
America. v. T. Bertram Lance, et a.I., (Crlm
lna.l Indictment No. CRr-134-A), pending in 
the United States District Court !or the 
Northern District of Georgia, subpoenas have 
been issued by the court and served upon 
Richard A. Wegman and John Chllders, em
ployees of the Senate, directing them to ap
pear and give testimony and produce docu
ments, papers, or records, in connection with 
defendants' motion to dismiss the indict
ment. 

Whereas, Title VII of the Ethics in Govern
ment Act of 1978, Public Law 95-521 ("the 
Act"), establishes the Office ot Senate Legal 
Counsel and provides that the Senate may 
direct its Counsel to represent Senate 
employees; 

Whereas, by the privileges of the Senate of 
the United States no evidence under the 
control or in the nossesslon of the Senate can, 
bv the judicial process. be taken from such 
control or possession but by permission of 
the Senate: 

Whereas, by the privileges of the Senate of 

the United States, and by Rule XXX of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, no officer or 
employee of the Senate ls authorized to pro
duce any information, documents, papers or 
records of the Senate but by order of the 
Senate and information secured by officers 
or emoloyees of the Senate pursuant to their 
official duties may not be revealed without 
the consent of the Senate; 

Whereas, when it appears that testimony 
ot an officer or employee of the Senate ls 
needful !or use in any court for the promo
tion of justice and, further, that such testi
mony may involve documents, papers and 
recordc; under the control of or in the posses
sion of the Senate and communications, con
versations, and matters related thereto, the 
Senate wm take such action thereon as wlll 
promote the ends of justice consistently with 
t"e prlvlleges and rights of the Senate. Now, 
therefore be It 

Resolved, that pursuant to Section 704 
(a.) (2) of the Act the Senate Legal Counsel 
ls directed to represent Richard A. Wegman 
and other employees of the Committee on 
Governmental Afl'atrs, and John Childers, 
in respect to subpoenas Issued to them 1n 
connection with defendants' motion to dis
miss the indictment in the case of United 
States v. Lance, et al., a-nd be it further, 

Resolved, that Richard A. Wegman, John 
Chllders, and other employees of the Com
mittee on Governmental A1falrs are author
ized, in response to subpoenas issued by the 
District Court for the Northern District of 
Georgia in connection with defendants' 
motion to dismiss the indictment in the 
case of United States v. Lance, et al., to 
testify ooncernlng matters described in the 
subpoenas issued to Mr. Wegman and Mr. 
Childers, and that Richard A. Wegman ts 
authorized to produce documents .described 
in the subpoena. issued to him. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA RETIRE
MENT REFORM ACT-CONFER
ENCE REPORT 
Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. Mr. Presi

dent, on behalf of the Senator from 
Missouri <Mr. EAGLETON)' I submit a 
report of the committee of conference 
on S. 1037 and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re
port will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The committee of conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the House to the blll (S. 
1037) to establish an actuarially sound 
basis for financing retirement benefits !or 
police officers, firefighters, teachers, and 
judges of the District of Columbia and to 
make certain changes in such ·benefits, hav
ing met, after full and free conference, have 
agreed to recommend and do recommend 
to their respective Houses this report, signed 
by a.11 of the conferees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
obiection, the Senate will proceed to the 
consideration of the conference report. 

<The conference report is printed in 
the House proceedings of the RECORD of 
November 2. 1979.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the conference 
report. 

The report was agreed to. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I move to reconsider the vote by which 
the report was agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
on behalf of Mr. CHuRcH, I ask that the 
Chair lay before the Senate a message 
from the House of Representatives on 
H.R. 4955. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be
fore the Senate the following message 
from the House of Representatives: 

Resolved, That the House agree to the 
amendment of the Senate to the b111 (H.R. 
4955) entitled "An Act to authorize addi
tional appropriations for migration and ref
ugee assistance for the fl.sea.I years 1980 and 
1981 a.nd to authorize humanitarian assist
ance for the victims of the famine in Cam
bodia.", with the following amendment: 

In lieu of the matter proposed by said 
amendment, insert: 

SUPPLEMENTAL MIGRATION AND REFUGEE 
ASSISTANCE AUTHORIZATION 

SECTION 1. Section 102(a) (4) of the De
partment of State Authorization Act, Fiscal 
Years 1980 and 1981 (title I of Public Law 
96-60), ls amended by striking out "$248,-
951,000 !or the fiscal year 1980, and $254,-
188,000 !or the fiscal year 1981" and insert
ing in lieu thereof "$456,241,000 !or the fis
cal year 1980, and $457,798,000 !or the fiscal 
year 1981". 

CAMBODIAN DISASTER RELIEF ASSISTANCE 
SEc. 2. Chapter 9 of part I of the Foreign 

Assistance Act of 1961 ls amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following: 

"SEC. 495H. CAMBODIAN DISASTER RELIEF 
ASSISTANCE.-(&) The congress recognizes 
that prompt United States assistance ts 
necessary to allevla.te the huma.n su1ferlng 
arising from !amine and disease in Cam
bodia. Accordingly, the President ls author
ized to furnish assistance, on such terms 
and conditions as he may determine, for 
disaster relief to alleviate the suffering of 
the victims of famine and disease in Cam
bodia. Assistance provided under this sec
tion shall be !or humanitarian purposes and 
limited to the clvillan population, with em
phasis on providing food, medicine and 
medical ca.re, clothing, temporary shelter, 
transportation tor emergency supplies and 
personnel, and similar assistance to save 
human lives. 

"(b) Assistance provided under this sec
tion or any other provision of law to allevi
ate the human su1ferlng caused by !amine 
a.nd disease in Cambodia sha.11 be provided, 
to the maximum extent practicable, through 
lnterna.tiona.l agencies and private volun
tary organize. tlons such as (among others) 
the World Relief Committee, World Medical 
Missions, Inc., Came. Services, World Vision, 
Food for the Hungry, Thailand Baptist Mis
sion, Catholic Relief Services, Ox!am, a.nd 
the International Rescue Committee. 

" ( c) ( 1) In providing assistance under this 
section, the President shall satisfy himself 
tha.t adequate procedures have been estab
lished to ensure that such assistance reaches 
the innocent victims of !amine and disease 
!or whom it ls intended. Such procedures 
shall include end use monitoring of deliver
ies on a periodic basis by individuals having 
freedom of movement where the a.sslstance 
ls being distributed within Cambodia. 

"(2) Not later than 90 days after the en
actment of this section, the President shall 
report to the Congress on compliance wlh 
this subsection. 

"(d) (1) In addition to amounts other
wise available !or such purposes, there ts 
authorized to be appropriated !or purposes 
ot this section $30,000,000 !or the fiscal year 
1980, which amount ls authorized to remain 
available until expended. 

"(2) Obligations incurred. prior to the en
actment of appropriations to carry out this 
section, against other appropriations or ac
counts !or the purpose of alleviating the hu-
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man su1fer1ng caused by !amine and disease 
in Cambodia may be charged to the appro
priations authorized by paragraph (1) of this 
subsection. 

"(3) The President may exercise the au
thority of section 610(a) of this Act (without 
regard to the 20 percent llmitation contained 
in that section on increases in accounts) In 
order to transfer, for use 1n carrying out this 
section, up to $30,000,000 of the funds made 
avallable !or the fiscal year 1980 to carry out 
other provisions of this Act. 

" ( 4) Priority shall be given in allocating 
assistance under the Agricultural Trade De
velopment and Assistance Act of 1954 to fur
nishing agricultural commodities for use in 
carrying out this section. 

" ( e) Assistance under this section shall be 
provided in accordance with the pollcles and 
utilizing the general authorities provided in 
section 491.". 

INDOCHINA MIGRATION AND REl"UGEE ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAM 

SEC. 3. (a) Section 2(b) of the Indochina 
Migration and Refugee Assistance Act of 1975 
ls amended by striking out "1979" and insert
ing in Heu thereof "1981". 

(b) The amendment made by subsection 
(a) shall be effective as of October 1, 1979. 

REPORT ON COSTS OF REFUGEE ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAMS 

SEC. 4. Not later than 60 days after the date 
of enactment of this Act, the President shall 
report to the Congress-

( 1) the estimated total costs to the United 
States Government, during fiscal year 1980 
and fiscal year 1981, of domestic and foreign 
assistance to refugees under all programs of 
the United States Government, and 

(2) the estimated total costs to State and 
local governments during such fiscal years 
!or assistance to refugees which is attribut
able to such programs. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I move that the Senate agree to the 
House amendment to the Senate amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the 
Senator from West Virginia. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, may I 
inquire what that motion was? I am 
sorry. 

Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. I move that 
the Senate agree to the House amend
ment to the Senate amendment. 

Mr. STEVENS. No objection. I apolo
gize to the majority leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the 
Senator from West Virginia. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. I move to 

reconsider the vote by which the motion 
was agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

NATIONAL FAMTI.,Y WEEK 
Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. Mr. President, 

on behalf of the Senator from North 
Dakota <Mr. BURDICK) , I ask that the 
Chair lay before the Senate a message 
from the House of Representatives on 
House Joint Resolution 68. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint 
resolution will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

A joint resolution (H.J. Res. 68) to au
thorize the President to issue a proclamation 

designating the week beginning on Novem
ber 18, 1979, as "National Famlly Week". 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the joint 
resolution be considered as having been 
read the first and second times, and that 
the Senate proceed to its consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ord·ered. 

The question is on the third reading of 
the joint resolution. 

The joint resolution <H.J. Res. 68) 
was ordered to a third reading, was read 
the third time, and passed. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I move to reconsider the vote by which 
the joint resolution was passed. 

Mr. STEVENS. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREE
MENT-H.R. 4391 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that on thP. 
military construction appropriations bill 
there be a time agreement as follows: 
one hour on the bill equally divided 
between Mr. HUDDLESTON and Mr. STE
VENS, 30 minutes on any amendment, 20 
minutes on any debatable motion, ap
peal, or point of order if the Chair sub
mits the point of order to the Senate 
for debate, and that the agreement be 
in the usual form as to the division and 
control of time. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, there is 
no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The text of the agreement follows: 
Ordered, That when the Senate proceeds 

to the consideration of H.R. 4391 (Order No. 
437), an act making appropriations !or mill
tary construction !or the Department of 
Defense !or the fiscal year ending Septem
ber 30, 1980, and !or other purposes. 

Debate on any amendment shall be 
limited to 30 minutes, to be equally divided 
and controlled by the mover of such and 
the manager of the b111; and debate on any 
debatable motion, appeal, or point of order 
which is submitted or on which the Chair 
entertains debate shall be limited to 20 
minutes, to be equally divided and controlled 
by the mover of such and the manager of the 
bill: Provided, That in the event the manager 
of the bill ls in favor of any such amend
ment or motion, the time in opposition 
thereto shall be controlled by the minority 
leader or his designee: 

Ordered further, That on the question of 
final passage of the said b111, debate shall be 
llmited to 1 hour, to be equally divided and 
controlled, respectively, by the Senator from 
Kentucky (Mr. Huddleston) and the Sen
ator from Alaska (Mr. Stevens): Provided, 
That the said Senators, or either of them, 
may, from the time under their control on 
the passage of the said bill, allot additional 
time to any Senator during the consideration 
of any amendment, debatable motion, ap
peal, or point of order. 

ORDER VITIATING THE ORDER TO 
CONVENE THE SENATE ON SAT
URDAY, NOVEMBER 10, 1979 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 

for the convening of the Senate on to
morrow be vitiated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 10:30 
A.M. TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 13, 
1979 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask unanimous consent that 
when the Senate completes its business 
today, it stand in recess until the hour 
of 10 o'clock on Tuesday next. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the con
vening hour on Tuesday be changed 
from 10 a.m. to 10:30 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN
ATOR SCHMITT ON TUESDAY, NO
VEMBER 13, 1979, AND RESUMING 
CONSIDERATION OF H.R. 4391 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask unanimous consent that ·on 
Tuesday next, after the two leaders or 
their designees have been recognized un
der the standing order, Mr. SCHMITT be 
recognized for not to exceed 15 minutes, 
at the conclusion of which the Senate 
then resume the consideration of the 
military construction appropriations bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask that morning business be closed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further morning business? If not, morn
ing business is closed. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPRO
PRIATIONS, 1981 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I a.sk for regular order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Regular 
order is the military construction appro
priations. 

The bill will be stated by title. 
The assistant legislative clerk read as 

follows: 
A b111 (H.R. 4391) making appropriations 

for military construction !or the Department 
of Defense for the fiscal year ending Septem
ber 30, 1980, and !or other purposes. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill which had been reported from the 
Committee on Appropriations with 
amendments. 

Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that no time 
be charged against the bill today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN
ATOR SCHMITT ON FRIDAY, NO
VEMBER 16, 1979 

Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that on next 
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Friday, after the two leaders or their 
designees have been recognized under the 
standing order, Mr. SCHMITT be recog
nized for not to exceed 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi
dent, is that for next Tuesday? 
. Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I had obtained an order for Mr. SCHMITT 
for next Tuesday and this is an order 
for Mr. SCHMITT for next Friday. 

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi
dent, I should. have spoken earlier. 

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN
ATOR HARRY F. BYRD, JR., ON 
TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 13, 1979 
Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi

dent, will the Senator be inclined to give 
me 15 minutes on Tuesday, following Mr. 
Scm.nrr? 

Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. Yes. Mr. Pres
ident, I make that request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

PROPOSED ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. President, for 

the information of the Senators, after 
the disposition of the military construc
tion appropriations measure, H.R. 4391, 
it is the intention of the leadership to 
take up Calendar Order No. 396, S. 1724, 
a bill to authorize the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare to make 
grants to States in order to provide as
sistance to households which cannot 
meet the high cost of fuel, and for other 
purposes. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ap
preciate the statement of the Senator 
from Hawaii. We understand that is the 
intention. Because of problems on this 
side, we have not been able to agree to 
that, but we do understand there will 
be the intention to call it up. 

We also understand there will be the 
necessity to consider the budget waiver 
at that time. 

It is my intention to cooperate in every 
way with the majority leader, consistent 
with the instructions I have received as 
the acting minority leader. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. I thank the acting 
minority leader for his consideration. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

VETERANS DAY, 1979 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

Monday the Senate will not be in session 
in order to commemorate Veterans Day. 
Most of us will take this time to visit our 
home States. Many of us will take some 
part in Veterans Day ceremonies. This 
Nation has a historic commitment to 
honor and care for these who have borne 
arms during times of war and peace. Vet-

erans Day is one way Americans dem
onstrate their respect for those men and 
women who have endured hardship and 
sacrifice in serving this country so ably. 

In the United States today there are 
more than 29 million men and women 
who are veterans of duty in the armed 
services, and more than 26 million of 
these are veterans of wartime service. 
Five years ago the Nation ended Amer
ica's direct involvement in the Vietnam 
war. Since that time, we have been at 
peace. More than 2 % million veterans 
served in Vietnam, and another 6 mil
lion served elsewhere during those years. 

As this decade draws to a close, we 
are faced by challenges. These challenges 
are filled with very real dangers, in both 
the short and long term. We face power
ful adversaries--whether they be mili
tary buildup by the Soviet Union or an 
increasing dependence on oil tankers 
from the other side of the world. Most 
basic, we face the ever-present challenge 
of honoring our commitments--to 
our own citizens and to citizens of other 
nations. 

We owe a debt to recent veterans 
which we are just beginning to pay. At 
the same time our debt to veterans of 
other eras remains as compelling as ever. 
We owe a continuing debt to those men 
and women who have put aside their 
own lives to serve in the country's armed 
services. 

Mr. President, it is my hope that 
citizens pause on Veterans Day to honor, 
to remember and "to care for him who 
shall have borne the battle." 

THE SALT II TREATY 
Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. Mr. President, 

this morning, the Foreign Relations 
Committee completed its markup of the 
SALT II treaty and, by a vote of 9 to 
6, voted to report the treaty to the Sen
ate for its consideration. 

The committee has completed what is 
without doubt the most exhaustive ex
amination of a treaty in modern Amer
ican history: 2 months of hearings and a 
month-long markup session. Scores of 
witnesses of all opinions have been 
heard, and over 30 proposed additions to 
the resolution of ratification have been 
considered. The result of the commit
tee's effort is an impressive record that 
will guide us all in our debate on this 
most important matter. 

It has not always been easy work for 
the committee. From time to time, events 
in the world have intruded. There have 
been a few attempts to slow the com
mittee's work in one fashion or another. 
But because of the strong leadership 
and perseverance of the committee 
chairman, the distinguished Senator 
from Idaho <Mr. CHURCH) and the rank
ing minority member, the distinguished 
Senator from New York <Mr. JAVITS) the 
committee has succeeded in performing 
its duties in a manner consonant with 
the highest tradition of impartiality and 
scrupulous fairness. 

The vote of the committee reflects the 
fairness with which the committee has 
proceeded. It is not a party line vote. 
Senators from both sides of the aisle 
have felt free throughout to speak their 
minds and vote their convictions. The 

result is a vote which is bipartisan and 
reflects, there! ore, the highest traditions 
of the Senate on foreign policy issues: 
the principle that "politics stops at the 
water's edge." 

I compliment Mr. CHURCH and I com
pliment Mr. JAVITS upon the very skillful 
fashion in which they steered this treaty 
through very dangerous waters to the 
stage of reporting it to the Senate. 

Mr. President, I trust that the same 
spirit of bipartisanship will prevail when 
the Senate turns to debating the treaty. 

Mr. STEVENS. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes, I yield. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am 

certain that the minority leader, when 
he returns on Tuesday, will have a com
ment concerning this report. I shall not 
comment on iit. 

I would like to ask the majority leader, 
however-I do not expect an answer at 
this time, but I hope that we shall learn 
soon how long it will be before we can 
get the hearings--not the report but the 
hearings-of the Senate Committee on 
Foreign Relations. I understand that 
there are some classified matters that 
have to be removed, but I do hope that, if 
possible, before we take it up, we shall 
have a chance to read the information 
that will be made public in the hearings. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. The distin
guished acting Republican leader makes 
a request that is reasonable and, in my 
judgement, very pertinent and appropri
ate. I share with him that hope and I am 
confident that the chairman and rank
ing member of the Foreign Relations 
Committee will feel likewise. Just as soon 
as any information in that regard can be 
made available, I assure the distin
guished aoting Republican leader that 
both he and the Republican leader will 
be so informed. 

THE QUESTION OF GERMANENESS 
Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. Mr. President, 

earlier today, the Senate voted 44 to 40 
to table an appeal from the ruling of the 
Chair. I made the tabling motion be
cause the Chair had ruled correctly. I 
am glad that the Senate voted to sus
tain the Chair. 

Let me emphasize at the outset that the 
44-to-40 vote was not--n-o-t, "not"
a vote on the merits of the amendment 
of the Senator from Colorado <Mr. ARM
STRONG) . His amendment, as I under
stand it, would have lifted the pay cap 
on certain military personnel. 

Lest there be any misunderstanding 
about this vote, I believe that I can cor
rectly say that many Senators voted to 
sustain the ruling of the Chair who 
also agreed with Senator ARMSTRONG'S 
amendmen.t and who even may have 
cosponsored it. 

But that amendment did not belong 
on that bill-and that is what the 44-
to..:40 vote was about. 

The amendment was offered to an 
appropriations bill-the Department of 
Defense appropriations bill. The amend
ment did not purport to appropriate 
funds, or to raise or to lower an ap
propriation already in the bill. Instead, it 
attempted to put legislative language in 
the bill; of course, that is conerary to 
the Senate rule. 
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I refer to rule XVI, which prohibits 

legislation on appropriations bills. 
This is an important rule-yet it has 

been abused in recent years. 
Authorization bills set the parameters 

of legislation; they create and define 
Government programs, and they provide 
authority for the use of funds which sub
sequently may be appropriated. 

Appropriations bills are money bills; 
they are not meant to legislate programs. 
An appropriation bill is not the proper 
vehicle for legislative language. 

Yet, more and more frequently, ap
propriations bills are used to define leg
islation. This is against the rule and, 
generally it is against sound policy. 

Occasionally, there may be an emer
gency situation when legislation would 
be necessary on an appropriation bill but, 
for the most part, that is not the case. 

During the 94th, 95th, and the 1st 
session of the 96th Congress, there were 
nearly 100 rollcall votes in the Senate on 
legislative riders on appropriations bills. 

The main result of this has been 
dhaos-c-h-a-o-s: appropriations bills 
have been delayed time and time again 
because they carry legislative riders. It 
is this practice which has led to payless 
paydays for many Government work
ers-including those in the military. 

May I say again, payless paydays for 
·many Government workers, including 
those-I say again, including those-in 
the military. 

Again and again, the deadlines of the 
Congressional Budget Act have been 
missed-not because of deadlocks or de
lays over dollar figures-but because of 
deadlocks and delays over legislature 
language. 

It costs the Government money. That 
means it costs you money, Mr. Presi
dent; it costs me money, Mr. President, 
it costs the taxpayers money when ap
propriations deadlines are missed. Con
tracts are canceled, workers are some
times laid off when a new fiscal year 
begins without enactment of appropria
tions bills. Then, when the deadlock has 
finally been resolved and the appropria
tion is enacted, the agency or program 
must gear up again. This is inefficient, 
this is wasteful. 

What the Chair ruled, in the case of 
the Armstrong amendment, was en
tirely proper and-in my view-the only 
correct interpretation of rule XVI as 
applied to that amendment. 

The House bill-and this is impor
tant-did not contain any language 
whatsoever on this matter. Thus the 
Senate precedent-that once the House 
opens up the door by legislating on an 
appropriation bill, the Senate may then 
properly amend the same language 
germanely-was not applicable here. 

There was no House language in the 
bill to which the Armstrong amendment 
would be germane. Thus, to raise the 
question of germaneness was really a 
fiction. There was nothing for the Arm
strong amendment to be germane to. 

Mr. President, I do not recall-I may 
have done so in my 22 years here, but I 
do not recall ever having voted, certainly 
since I have been in the leadership, to 
call an amendment germane when it, in
deed, was not germane. No matter how 

strongly I support the substantive issue, 
I always walk up to that desk and say to 
the Parliamentarian, "Is this amend
ment really germane?" If the Parliamen
tarian says "No, it is not germane, there 
is no House language for it to be germane 
to," I vote "no" on the question of 
germaneness. 

That was the situation here today. 
There was no House language for the 
Armstrong amendment to be germane to. 

The problem is that, so often, when 
the question of germaneness is raised, 
Members walk into the Chamber and 
they vote "yea" on the question of ger
maneness because they feel they are vot
ing on the substantive issue. They vote 
"yea" on the question of germaneness. 
Thus, the Senate often votes an amend
ment to be germane when obviously, it is 
not germane because there is no House 
language in the bill for the amedment to 
be germane to. It is a pure fiction. It is a 
farce. 

That was precisely the situation today, 
when the point of order was raised by 
Mr. STENNIS, the distinguished chairman 
of the Subcommittee on Defense Appro
priations, that the amendment by Mr. 
ARMSTRONG was legislation on an appro
priation bill. Mr. ARMSTRONG then raised 
the question of germaneness, which Sen
ators have done from time to time, and 
he was certainly within his rights to do 
that. I thought it was about time for the 
Senate to face up to this issue in a 
straight! orward and direct way. 

So I made the point of order that, 
when there is no House language for a 
Senate amendment to be germane to, the 
Chair has the duty not to submit the 
question of germaneness to the Senate, 
but, rather, to rule in support of a point 
of order that such an amendment does, 
indeed, constitute legislation on an ap
propriation bill, and that there is no 
House language in the bill for such 
amendment to be germane to and, con
sequently, that such amendment is not 
germane. 

The Chair so ruled and the Senate 
sustained the ruling of the Chair. So, as 
for the amendment, however meritorious 
it might have been, it simply did not be
long on this bill. 

The vote on my motion to table the 
appeal from the ruling of the Chair
that the Armstrong amendment was not 
germane-was consistent with rule XVI. 

It was not a vote on the Armstrong 
amendment itself, but it was a vote in 
support of orderly procedure in the Sen
ate. I hope that that vote will provide a 
way to avoid in the future the growing 
inclination to attach riders to appropria
tions bills that constitute legislation 
thereon and which are, obviously, not 
germane to any House language in the 
bill. Of course, when the House has 
opened the door with legislation on an 
appropriations bill, this precedent would 
not govern. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, the eve
ning is late. I certainly would not wish 
to debate the matter with my good friend. 

I will say the converse of what the ma
jority leader said is also true. There are 
Members who voted against the tabling 
of the motion to appeal the point of order 
who might not have supported the 
amendment, and also those who will wel-

come the establishment of the precedent 
who, because of the circumstances, did 
not believe that a motion to table under 
these circumstances was appropriate. 

I know my friend realizes the feeling 
that some of us have about tabling ap
peals from rulings of the Chair, but I 
will say that, for myself, I do agree that 
the precedent established is a valuable 
one for the Appropriations Committee's 
work and the consideration of that work 
on the floor of the Senate. 

It is, I believe, a narrow exception and 
one that will have to be reviewed with, I 
think, firmness but fairness as we pro
ceed because it is a new precedent for 
the Senate. It could be that there may 
well be a disagreement as to whether the 
precedent should be limited to the cir
cumstances where there is no language 
of the House if in fact there is a fund
ing by the House of an item which might 
be subject to appropriate legisfation un
der the previous precedents dealing with 
the rule of germaneness. 

But I do not think it is time now to 
debate that, the scope of this precedent. 

It is a valuable precedent. I regret it 
was before the Senate in a manner that 
I felt compelled to vote against a motion 
to table because of my duties as the act
ing leader, because I do think, as I said, 
it is a valuable precedent and one we 
must all study carefully to determine in 
the days ahead what the scope of it will 
be as we try to make the management 
of the appropriations bills on the floor 
more meaningful and to expedite the 
work of the Appropriations Committee 
here on the floor of the Senate. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. I-resident, 
I thank the distinguished acting Repub
lican leader. 

I can only say I understand his posi
tion and the reasons for his voting 
against tabling the appeal. 

I agree that on the appeal itself, if I 
had not moved to table, the vote on the 
appeal itself would have sustained the 
Chair even more strongly than the vote 
on my motion to table indicated. 
The reason I moved to table, however, 

was simply that that motion brought the 
matter to a head fast. There was no 
further debate, and time was of the es
sence this afternoon. 

I find nothing in what the able acting 
Republican l~ader has said that I can 
quarrel with. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Will the distin
guished majority leader yield? 

Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. Yes, I yield. 
Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. President, I 

wish to congratulate the Senator from 
West Virginia for having brought about 
a much-needed precedent by his aggres
sive action today. History will show that 
the Senate, by supporting the majority 
leader in this procedural matter, elimi
nated a most troublesome and time
wasting process too frequently employed 
in the past. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I thank the distinguished Senator from 
Hawaii, Mr. MATSUNAGA. 

I appreciate his position. 
There were others who, as he, were, 

likewise, cosponsors of the amendment, 
however, who voted to uphold the ruling 
of the Chair. 
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I think there must be an orderly pro

cedure in the Senate. We do not have 
the rules of the House and we have to 
depend upon fewer rules than does the 
House, and we have to depend largely 
on precedents. Sometimes the Senate 
overturns precedents and makes new 
precedents. 

But I hold the Chair's rulings pretty 
much in considerable reverence. Once in 
a while I think the Chair rules wrongly 
and I challenge it. Sometimes the Chair 
is overruled. Sometimes the Chair is not. 

But it is the Senate, after all, that 
makes that decision. 

When I first came to this body, Senator 
Richard B. Russell was regarded as the 
Senator who knew more about the rules 
and precedents than did any other 
Senator. I was very impressed by Sena
tor Russell, by his calm judgment and 
his careful approach to matters, his 
evenhandedness, and his fairness. 

I hesitate to say his was a "mastery" 
of the rules because I do not think any
body has ever mastered the rules and 
precedents. Even the Parliamentarians 
are not masters of the rules and prece
dents. They, too, have to research them 
from time to time to find the answer to 
a question. 

But Senator Russell, so far a.a Sena
tors go, was one, I think, to whom every
one looked as being a Senator who knew 
a great deal about the rules and prec
edents and who always tried to apply 
them fairly and evenhandedly. 

He suggested to me once, that I as 
a new Member then, should always try as 
much as I could to sustain a ruling of 
the Chair. The Senate can throw out 
the book of precedents if we are not 
careful; and the precedents, really, in 
some ways, are more important than the 
rules. 

Why do I say that? Because the rules 
do not fiesh out themselves. It is the 
precedents that flesh out the rules. 

One can study the rules and memorize 
the rules, but it is the book of prece
dents, which is a couple of inches thick, 
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that I found Senator Russell studying 
from time to time. 

I said, "How do you go about learning 
so much about these rules?" 

He said, "Well, it's not only the rules; 
it's also the precedents." 

I had never seen that book of prece
dents until he called my attention to it. 

He said, "That's what you need to 
learn. That's what you need to study." 

So I listened to Senator Russell; and 
I have tried, on the whole, to follow his 
advice and sustain the rulings of the 
Chair, regardless of the subject matter. 

I am sure that Senator Russell once 
in a while sought to overturn the rulings 
of the Chair, and probably with success. 

At times, the precedents do not flt pres
ent-day conditions. So precedents some
times have to be changed to fit present
day conditions. New precedents must also 
be established from time to time. 

So I say to my friend from Hawaii that 
I very seldom tum against the Chair, but 
I have done it a very few times. But it is 
the Senate that makes the decision; and 
the Senate, I think, made the right de
cision today. 

A HOLIDAY WISH BY THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I thank all Senators for their patience. 
I think this has been a good week. The 
energy bill was passed. It was not sup
posed to pass this week. It was supposed 
to take longer than a week. The Senate 
did itself proud. 

Senators have worked hard, and I hope 
they have a good holiday weekend. 

I suppose that some of the Senators in 
the Chamber now are wondering when 
that weekend is going to begin and when 
the Senator from West Virginia is going 
to sit down. 

I wish my very close friend, the acting 
Republican leader, well for the weekend. 
I wish my friend from Hawaii, the chief 
deputy majority whip, well for the week
end. 

I wish a good weekend to the Senator 
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who now sits in the Chair and presides 
with a degree of dignity and efficiency 
and skill that is "so rare as a day in 
June." Senator BOREN is a former Gover
nor of Oklahoma. 

I wish a good Veterans Day holiday to 
all the wonderful people who help us: 
Bill Hildenbrand; Joe Stewart; Mary 
Jane Checchi, who is the chief counsel 
and sta1f director Of the Democratic 
policy committee; all the pages; the rep
resentatives of the press, the fourth 
estate--we do not see many of them up 
there tonight; the Secretary of the Sen
ate and the Sergeant at Arms and their 
assistants; the doorkeepers; the official 
reporters; the people who work so well in 
the cloakrooms; and the Senate 
Ohaplain. 

I hope that when we return on Tues
day, we will be ready for hard work, long 
days as we fulfill our duties to the 
Nation. 

I yield the fioor. 

RECESS UNTIL 10:30 A.M. TUESDAY, 
NOVEMBER 13, 1979 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. President, if 
there be no further business, I move, 1n 
accordance with the previous order, that 
the Sena.re stand in recess unW 10: 30 
a.m. on Tuesday next. 

The motion was agreed to; and at 
7:44 p.m., the Senate recessed until 
Tuesday, November 13, 1979, at 10:30 a.m. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 

Senate November 9, 1979: 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

Donald R. Toussaint, of Virginia, a Foreign 
Service officer of class 1, to be Amba.ssador 
Extraordinary a.nd Plenipotentiary of the 
United States of America to the Democra.tic 
Socialist Republic of Sri La.nka, and to serve 
concurrently a.nd without add.11tiona.l com
pensation as Ambassador Extraordina.ry and 
Plenipotentiary of the United St.a.tee of 
America to the Republlc of Maldives. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
MAMIE DOUD EISENHOWER 

HON. MORGAN F. MURPHY 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, November 7, 1979 

• Mr. MURPHY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
the passing of our former First Lady, 
Mrs. Mamie Doud Eisenhower, is a great 
loss to America. She will long be remem
bered as a gracious, soft-spoken woman 
who brought grace and warmth to the 
White House. She was, as columnist Nick 
Thimmesch has noted, President Eisen
hower's "quiet strength." Considering 
the dimculties of the Presidency, Mamie's 
love and support of Ike was an invaluable 
contribution, not only to him but to the 
Nation as well. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to insert at this point in the REcoan Mr. 

Thimmesch's warm tribute to Mamie 
Eisenhower. 

I REMEMBER MAMIE 

(By Nick Thimmesch) 
Mamie Eisenhower was worth listening 

to. The trouble was that, when Ike was 
alive, she was careful not to talk publicly 
too often and, after he died, few of us tried 
to find out what she had to say. Her health 
was often frail, but she had strong w111 and 
had thought life through. 

I spent a day with her in the Bicentennial 
summer When she made a rare public ap
pearance by riding on the Freedom Train 
from Gettysburg to York, Pa. I had never 
met her, and m.y recollections were that she 
was Ike's smtllng, attractive partner, bland 
o! remark, the proper Republican woman. 
I was .to learn something. 

The Freedom. Train crawled across the 
countryside, so Mamie had time to see the 
clusters of people in fields and in small 
towns. They waved and their mouths form.ed 
the word "Mamie," causing her to beam. 

"It makes your heart warm," she said. I 
am fortuna.te, because most widows are for
gotten." 

Ike was her life, and everybody asked 
about their years together. "When people 
remark how close I was to him, well of 
course we were close," she said. "But you 
never really know a person; you only UD· 
derstand them. Nobody knows anybody else'• 
inner tboughts." 

She saw Ike as the head of the house, as 
the man who deserved to come home to her 
and dinner and a pleasant evening with no 
heavy discussion o! the mllltary or the presi
dency or polltics. She had a keen sense of 
divided responsibillties; his was work and 
hers was home and hearth. 

When he a.sked., "What should I do about 
this situation?" she usually turned the ques
tion away. And 1f he ventured toward her 
territory, he was ln trouble. When Ike sent a 
memo to a White House staffer about menus, 
Mamie countermanded the order. 

She belleved ln the old values. Par instance, 
children should be given leeway to find 

•This .. bullet" symbol identifies statements or inserti~ns which are not spoken by the Member on the floor. 
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